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Abstract 
 
Anger is one of the most powerful human emotions and has generally been associated with 
adverse social, psychological, and physical consequences. In addition, past research has 
shown that some types of persons are more likely to experience, report, or express anger 
than others. However, it remains unclear why some individuals report anger more frequently 
than others in certain types of situations, such as workplace stress and conflict. Cognitive 
appraisal theorists generally agree that anger is related to evaluations of high goal relevance, 
obstruction of an important goal, and blame. We conducted three experiments in a carefully 
designed emotion induction procedure of potential workplace conflict, a dyadic social 
intelligence test, and examined if a particular individual difference variable, explanatory 
style, would systematically influence cognitive evaluations related to causal attribution and 
blame. We predicted that individuals who generally attribute causality of negative situations 
externally (Externals) would be more likely to blame the partner for poor performance in the 
test and to report anger than those who generally attribute causality of negative situations 
internally (Internals). Although we found that Externals were more likely to blame the 
partner than Internals, we also found that Internals reported more anger than Externals. 
However, anger reported by Internals was primarily directed at the self, whereas anger 
reported by Externals was often directed at the interaction partner. Other results suggest that 
blaming may be an emotion regulation strategy. Question related to the object of anger are 
examined in detail, and the theoretical and practical implications of these findings for 
appraisal theories of emotion and organizational psychology are discussed.   
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CHAPTER 1 
 
1 INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
 
1.1 Introduction and overview 
 
Anger is one of the most powerful human emotions and has generally been associated with 
adverse social, psychological, and physical consequences (Berkowitz, 1993; Tavris, 1989). 
This emotion is therefore primarily studied in clinical and health psychology, to understand 
the relationships between anger and psychological and physical suffering (e.g., Martin & 
Watson, 1997), or in developmental and educational psychology, to determine the causes of 
youth violence and criminal behaviors (e.g., Crowell, Evans, & O’Donnell, 1987). As 
illustrated by Carol Tavris’ (1989) book title Anger: The misunderstood emotion, however, 
there is still much to be learned about this emotion. Recently, due perhaps to Zeitgeist or to 
methodological advances, systematic examination of anger has flourished in other domains 
as well. For example, researchers in neuropsychology are identifying cerebral regions 
involved in anger and aggression (e.g., Harmon-Jones & Allen, 1998; Wacher, Heldmann, 
& Stemmler, 2003); and researchers in organizational psychology are examining anger in 
relation to interpersonal conflict (Fitness, 2000), leadership effectiveness (Lewis, 2000), and 
social hierarchies and power structures (Tiedens, 2000).  
 
The workplace is probably one of the most interpersonally frustrating contexts in people’s 
lives (Allcorn, 1994; Bensimon, 1997), and it seems likely that anger and irritation are 
frequently experienced emotions. Indeed, a representative study of emotions in Switzerland 
(Scherer, Wranik, Sangsue, Tran, & Scherer, in press) found that individuals who reported 
an event provoking anger or irritation the day before, most likely experienced this emotion 
at work. Anger at work has both individual health outcomes and organizational 
consequences. For example, Prkachin, Mills, Zwaal, and Husted (2001) found that social 
stressors (in the form of an anger interview) produced larger, more sustained changes in 
blood pressure than cognitive and physical stressors. Similarly, hostility, frustration, and 
competitiveness (often regrouped under the Type A personality type), have been associated 
with cardio-vascular disorders (Fontaine, Kulbertus, & Etienne, 1996). Finally, anger is 
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related to a number of negative workplace outcomes such as organizational retaliatory 
behaviors and revenge (Bies & Tripp, 1998), antisocial behaviors and theft (Chen & 
Spector, 1992), and interpersonal conflict and hostility (Folger & Baron, 1996). 
 
Although there are many reasons and situations that can lead to anger in the workplace, 
some may be more frequent or problematic in terms of individual and organizational 
consequences. In addition, past research has demonstrated that some types of persons are 
more likely to experience, report, or express anger than others (e.g., Spielberger, Krasner, & 
Solomon, 1988). For example, information technology and globalization has made many 
jobs increasingly complex and specialized, leading to worker interdependence (Struthers, 
Miller, Boudens, & Briggs, 2002). Individuals therefore often need to work together on 
relatively difficult tasks under time pressure, and to deal with ambiguity and communication 
problems. These situations can provoke strong emotions that may hinder crucial 
cooperation, due to task and relationship conflicts, and might also decrease individual health 
and well-being. Understanding which persons are more likely to report anger in such a 
situation could therefore be particularly useful.  In addition, how different types of persons 
deal with these situations and the role that anger may play in hindering or helping the 
individual or the relationship between the partners may provide new insights concerning 
anger and other emotions in the workplace.   
 
We will use a cognitive-affective system theory of personality (Mischel & Shoda, 1995) and 
the cognitive appraisal theory of emotion (e.g., Scherer, 2001) approaches to examine how 
personality influences emotions when individuals work together on a stressful, 
interdependent task. In particular, the cognitive-affective system theory of personality 
(Mischel & Shoda, 1995, 1998) defines personality in terms of specific person-situation 
interactions. According to this model, individuals differ in how they selectively focus on 
specific elements of a situation, how these are cognitively and emotionally encoded, and 
how these encodings activate and interact with other cognitions and affects in the 
personality system. Thus, although the personality structure is stable, different units become 
“activated” across situations that contain different psychological features. In this approach 
individual differences can be seen as chronic accessibility or activation levels of the 
particular cognitions the person has available.  
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Cognitive appraisal theories of emotion (e.g., Arnold, 1960; Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1968; 
Roseman, 1991; Scherer, 1984; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985) postulate that the elicitation and 
differentiation of emotions is based upon a process of cognitive evaluations or appraisals.  
Each theorist postulates that emotional experience corresponds to a particular pattern of 
values on these dimensions in which the adaptational significance of the person’s relation to 
the environment is evaluated. Thus, it is not an event that will determine an emotional 
response, but the evaluations and interpretations the individual makes of the event. For 
example, given the almost infinite number of stimuli in the environment, an organism must 
first decide which ones are relevant for its physical or psychological well-being before 
choosing to act. A relevance detection check would therefore be the first in a sequence of 
cognitive appraisals components (Scherer, 2001) and a necessary element in any type of 
emotional experience. For the elicitation of anger, high goal relevance, obstruction of an 
important goal, a threat to ego-identity, and blame are other important appraisal 
components (Lazarus, 1991).   
 
Using these approaches, we will test if a specific personality variable, when it is activated, 
will be significantly related to a specific evaluation of the situation, which in turn will allow 
us to predict why some individuals are more likely to report anger, while others will report 
other emotions (or no emotions). In addition, because we are using process models of 
personality and emotions, we will not be able to conduct our research in the workplace, but 
rather, will study them in detail within a carefully designed laboratory simulation of 
potential workplace conflict. We hope that this choice of models and methodology will 
allow us to gather evidence for the personality – cognitive appraisal – emotion relationship, 
to provide new insights into the complex emotion anger, and to answer questions with both 
theoretical and practical utility.   
 
The following review will first describe appraisal theories of emotion, focusing primarily on 
concepts and evidence concerning anger. We will show that the appraisal dimensions related 
to causal agency and blame are among the most important defining characteristic of anger 
and discuss the relationship between these parameters and emotion. Next, we will examine 
individual differences in anger, causal agency, and blame and demonstrate that a specific 
individual difference variable, explanatory style or attribution style (Peterson, Semmel, von 
Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsky, & Seligman, 1982; Seligman, 1986), often discussed in terms 
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of optimism and pessimism (Chang, 2001), could be particularly relevant for the 
understanding of anger in interdependent work contexts. The final section of the chapter 
will summarize the overlap and apparent contradiction in these areas of research and 
highlight the questions raised in the literature review.  
 
1.2 Emotions 
 
1.2.1 Appraisal theories of emotion 
 
In 1884, William James asked, What is an emotion? (James, 1884), and researchers are still 
pondering, arguing, debating, and providing evidence to give a coherent answer. Although 
these is no consensus concerning the definition or exact nature of emotion, the componential 
theories of emotions, which stipulate that emotions can be identified and differentiated from 
each other on the basis of specific patterns of components, have gained widespread 
acceptance. Within this approach, the cognitive appraisal theories have been among the 
most influential. These theories postulate that the elicitation and differentiation of emotions 
is based upon a process of cognitive evaluations or appraisals, and each of the theorists (e.g., 
Arnold, 1960; Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1968; Roseman, 1991; Scherer, 1984; Smith & 
Ellsworth, 1985) proposes that emotional experience corresponds to a particular pattern of 
values on these dimensions. 
 
Appraisal researchers have provided evidence that there exist some strong, reliable, and 
clear links between specific cognitive evaluations or appraisal patterns and the experience of 
particular emotions (e.g., Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989; Roseman, 1991; Roseman, 
Spindel, & Jose, 1990; Scherer, 1997; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Smith, Heynes, Lazarus, & 
Pope, 1993; Smith & Lazarus, 1993). For example, fear / anxiety can been associated with 
evaluating one's situation as threatening; sadness with helplessness in an undesirable 
situation where there is little or no hope of improvement; anger with blaming someone else 
for an undesirable situation; and guilt with blaming oneself (Smith & Lazarus, 1993). 
Although appraisal theorists share many of the same basic assumptions about emotions, 
there are also important differences and points of disagreement (Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003; 
Roseman & Smith, 2001). A detailed description of these similarities and differences, 
however, is beyond the scope of this review. Because this research was conducted based 
upon the appraisal theory proposed by Scherer (1984, 1988, 1993, 2001), we will briefly 
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describe his Component Process Model (CPM) in the following section. References to other 
appraisal approaches throughout the review will be made when these theories or the 
research evidence provide relevant complements or oppositions to the work we are 
proposing.  
 
Scherer views emotions as “the interface between an organism and its environment 
mediating between constantly changing situations and events and the individual’s behavior 
responses” (Scherer, 1984, pp. 295). He postulates that a particular emotion state is the 
result of a process of cognitive evaluation, which takes the form of a rapidly and 
hierarchically structured sequence of stimulus processing steps. The conviction that the 
process must necessarily be hierarchical and sequential is based upon the premise that if the 
function of an emotion is to act as a mechanism for survival, then the individual must 
evaluate those criteria which are essential for his or her survival first, in order to prepare for 
possible emergency action. In the most recent model shown in Table 1.1, Scherer (2001) 
proposes that an individual will evaluate information pertaining to four major classes, each 
composed of several sub-checks. 
 
 
Table 1.1: The appraisal dimensions postulated by Scherer (2001) 
 
1. Relevance Detection 
  a.) Novelty (suddenness, familiarity, predictability) 
  b.) Intrinsic Pleasantness      
  c.) Goal Relevance        
2. Implication Assessment 
  a.) Causal Attribution       
  b.) Outcome Probability Check    
  c.) Discrepancy from Expectation      
  d.) Goal/Need Conduciveness     
  e.) Urgency         
3. Coping Potential Determination 
  a.) Control       
  b.) Power       
  c.) Adjustment       
4. Normative Significance Evaluation 
  a.) Internal Standards      
  b.) External Standards    
   
 
Given the almost infinite number of stimuli in the environment, individuals must first decide 
which ones are relevant for their physical or psychological well-being before choosing to 
act. A relevance detection check is therefore the first in a sequence of cognitive appraisals.  
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Once the importance for the self has been established, the individual must evaluate the 
implications of the event, to decide the level of importance in terms of personal well-being 
and long-term or short term goals. Third, the individual must decide whether he or she can 
cope with the event or situation. Finally, the individual will be able to evaluate the 
significance of the event in terms of his or her self-concept and as well as social norms and 
values. These stimulus evaluation checks (SEC) are thought to occur very rapidly, at 
conscious and unconscious levels, and are entirely subjective.  
 
According to Scherer, each consecutive SEC outcome pattern differentiates one emotion 
state from another. In other words, there are essentially as many different emotion states as 
there are combinations of cognitive appraisal check outcomes. The reason we can often 
identify the states into large seemingly basic emotion categories such as anger, sadness and 
joy, is that many of the appraisal checks are evaluated in similar ways for these emotions.  
In particular, certain situations or behavior patterns will be appraised in similar ways by 
different individuals within the same culture due to such factors as the inherent qualities of 
the situation or social convention. For example, most people will judge the weather to be an 
inherently uncontrollable event and tying one's shoe a highly controllable event. That 
loosing a friend is an unpleasant event and that winning the lottery a pleasant event. In 
addition, one would (at least in western culture) most likely attach a label such as sadness to 
the emotional experience of loosing a friend and a label such as happiness to the emotional 
experience of winning the lottery. In reality, however, the sadness experienced by one 
person will probably be very different to the sadness of another and the reported emotions 
for this event (loosing a friend) could be a wide range of terms such as: devastated, 
hopeless, angry, full of sorrow, grief, depressed, etc.  
 
Appraisal theories provide an integrative framework for the understanding of emotion, and 
not only describe emotions, but also attempt to explain them, making them particularly 
useful for testing predictions (Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003). Most of the evidence to support 
appraisal dimensions proposed by appraisal theories has been obtained through verbal self-
report (e.g., Frijda et al., 1989; Gehm & Scherer, 1988; Roseman et al., 1990; Smith & 
Ellsworth, 1985; Smith & Lazarus, 1993). Typically, participants are asked to recall 
situations in which they experienced a particular emotion, or to imagine particular emotion 
events, or to read carefully designed two-by-two vignettes, and then to describe their 
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evaluations of the situation based upon questionnaires containing the appraisal dimensions 
of interest. The patterns from this type of research are quite robust, as indicated by the 
replication of results, and some studies have shown that appraisal patterns converge across 
different cultures (Scherer, 1997).  
 
Despite growing empirical evidence demonstrating the theoretical and practical usefulness 
of appraisal theories for the understanding of emotions (Scherer, Schorr, & Johnstone, 
2001), there are also strong criticisms of this approach (e.g., Berkowitz, 1994; Parkinson, 
1999; Zajonc, 1980, 1984). For example, because individuals often report on both their 
appraisals and their emotions at a given time, some authors suggest that the resulting 
appraisal profiles correspond more closely to emotion schemas than to emotion antecedent 
cognitions (Parkinson & Manstead, 1992, 1993). The critics argue that these studies are not 
examining appraisal processes related to emotions, but descriptions of real or imagined 
emotions, which are based on extensive reappraising and the reliance on culturally or 
personally relevant stereotypes (Parkinson, 1999). To address these concerns, some 
researchers have used naturally occurring events, or induced emotions experimentally and 
tested appraisals processes as they occur (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Scherer & Ceshi, 
1997; Scherer & Tannenbaum, 1986; Smith & Ellsworth, 1987). A further test of the theory 
would be to use an ecologically valid emotion induction method, to assess appraisal and 
emotions processes during the emotion induction situation (“on-line”), and to demonstrate 
that the appraisal and emotion reports are not only consistent with the demands of the 
situation, but can also be predicted by stable individual differences. In this way, it could be 
demonstrated that appraisal is not only a product of culturally or socially accepted scripts as 
required by the situation, but are also due to personally meaningful evaluations of the 
situation.   
 
1.2.2 Anger 
 
The psychologist interested in anger will at first be surprised to find relatively little 
empirical research on this topic. Indeed, much of the research with the key word anger is in 
reality focusing on aggressive reactions and behaviors or on perception of angry faces and 
expressions. This is probably due in part because anger has historically been studied 
together with aggression and rage in animal behavior studies, and a functionalist view of 
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emotions in terms of phylontogenetic continuity (Darwin, 1872, 1965) is still inspiring 
much recent work, such as the neuropsychological quest into primitive brain structures (e.g., 
Harmon-Jones & Allen, 1998). According to Averill (1982) and Tavris (1989), however, 
equating anger and aggression is a mistake. Both animals and humans engage in aggressive 
behavior. Anger, however, has many complex social and cognitive antecedents and 
functions1, thereby making it a uniquely human emotion (Tavris, 1989). Averill (1982) also 
found that aggression is by no means the dominant response of humans to anger. Adult’s 
narrative accounts included reference to a large range of non-aggressive behaviors and 
cognitive reappraisal. To study anger, therefore, one must go beyond the observation of 
aggression. 
 
Averill (1982, 1983) was one of the pioneers to systematically study the psychological 
aspects of anger. Much of this research consisted of large survey studies to find out what the 
“person on the street” had to say about the antecedents, experience, and reactions to anger 
and his research shed light upon some important aspects of this rather complex emotion. 
From these findings, three points seemed of particular importance. First, he conducted a 
large survey study to determine the antecedents of anger by asking respondent to describe a 
situation in which they were made angry. After a careful content analysis, he came to the 
following conclusion: 
  
The major issue for the person in the street is not the specific nature of the 
instigating event; it is the perceived justification for the instigators behavior. Anger, 
for the person in the street is an accusation...Over 85% of the episodes described by 
angry persons involved either an act that they considered voluntary and unjustified 
(59%) or else a potentially avoidable accident (e.g., due to negligence or lack of 
foresight, 28%) ... To summarize, the typical instigation to anger is a value 
judgment.  More than anything else, anger is an attribution of blame (Averill, 1983, 
pp. 1150).     
 
Second, he found that: 
                                                 
1 Although anger can in some cases lead to aggression, this is only one of the many possible behavioral 
consequences (Berkowitz, 1993). In addition, aggression could stem from other emotional phenomena, such as 
fear, and the presence of this particular behavior should not lead to the assumption that anger was experienced 
(Tavris, 1989).   
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 There can be little doubt that anger is primarily an interpersonal emotion. Of course, 
at times we all do become angry at inanimate objects, and at impersonal 
circumstances; but that is not normative, and following such episodes, we may feel a 
little silly or embarrassed. One reason why anger is directed primarily at other 
persons is that people are typically the major source of pain and frustration in their 
lives. But there is perhaps an even more important reason…the typical episode of 
anger involves an attribution of responsibility, an accusation, so to speak, that the 
target has done something wrong. It follows that the target of anger must be a person 
or object…to whom responsibility can be assigned (Averill, 1982, pp. 166). 
 
Finally, Averill (1982) found that the most common target of anger is a loved one, friend, or 
acquaintance.  In addition, it seems that the target of anger is likely to be an equal or peer, or 
else someone over whom we have authority.  In order to successfully study anger, therefore, 
one should conduct the research within social interactions, and appropriate participant pools 
would be acquaintances, close friends, couples, or work colleagues.  
 
Lazarus and Smith (1988; Smith & Lazarus, 1993) postulate that anger can be explained on 
two levels of analysis. At the molecular level, appraisals concerning high goal relevance, 
obstruction of a goal, and threat to ego-identity are important for the elicitation of anger. 
The other important appraisal component is blame, which depends upon who, if anyone, 
should be taken for accountable. At the molar level, emotions can be defined as particular 
core relational themes, which give the individual a global adaptive significance of an event 
for him or her specifically. Core relational themes are “…greater than the sum of the 
appraisal components that imply them, and have properties and adaptational implications 
that cannot be easily derived from considering just the appraisal components taken 
individually” (Smith & Lazarus, 1993, pp. 260). The core relational theme of anger is other-
blame, whereas self-blame is the core relational theme for guilt (Lazarus, 1991).   
 
Other appraisal theorists have made similar prediction. Smith and Ellsworth (1985) found 
that participants described anger as an unpleasant state with a considerable amount of 
anticipated effort, a high degree of certainty about the situation, strong attributions of human 
agency and other responsibility / control, and unfairness. They also found that contempt was 
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associated with appraisals similar to anger, and was typically reported within interpersonal 
relationships. Finally, frustration shared many of the same appraisals with anger, although it 
was also associated with uncertainty about the situation and a mixture of situational control 
and other responsibility/control. Frustration was also frequently reported in failure situations 
in which success was expected. Frijda et al. (1989) found that anger was associated with 
high unpleasantness, unfairness, certainty, importance, familiarity, and very high other 
responsibility. Contempt had a similar appraisal structure. Roseman (2001) predicted that 
anger is likely to occur when an individual appraises an event as inconsistent with a motive, 
blocking a goal, caused by another person, and when there is relatively high control 
potential. Finally, Scherer (2001) makes the predictions shown in Table 1.2.  
 
 
Table 1.2: Scherer’s (2001) predictions for cold and hot anger 
 
 Appraisal Dimension cold anger / irritation hot anger / rage
    
1. Relevance Detection   
 Novelty   
       Suddenness Low High 
       Familiarity Open Low 
       Predictability Medium Low 
 Intrinsic Pleasantness  Open Open 
 Goal Relevance  Medium High 
    
2. Implication Assessment   
 Causal Attribution    
      Agent Open Other 
      Motive Intentional / Negligence Intentional 
 Outcome Probability Check Very high Very high 
 Discrepancy from Expectation  Open Dissonant 
 Goal/Need Conduciveness Obstruct Obstruct 
 Urgency   Medium High 
    
3. Coping Potential Determination   
 Control High High 
 Power Medium High 
 Adjustment High High 
    
4. Normative Significance Evaluation   
 a.) Internal Standards Open Open 
 b.) External Standards  Low Low 
    
 Note.  Open = several different results of the respective appraisal check are compatible with the 
emotion concerned. 
 
Scherer differentiates between cold anger / irritation and hot anger / rage, making slightly 
different predictions for each. First, there are subtle differences in the three novelty 
subchecks, suddenness, familiarity, and predictability, where, for example, the suddenness 
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check shifts from weak for cold anger to high for hot anger. Generally speaking, however, 
the differences within the novelty check occur at the most primitive level of sensory-motor 
processing and are primarily discernable with neuropsychological measurement techniques. 
Because the present research will not be able to measure such fine-grained differences, we 
will not discuss these differences in more detail. Second, the predictions for goal relevance, 
urgency, and power shift from medium for cold anger to high for hot anger. Many theorists 
consider irritation to be a weaker form of anger, and this minor shift is probably indicative 
of the intensity level. The most important differences are found within the causal attribution 
check. Whereas hot anger is definitely associated with external agency and intentional 
motive, cold anger leaves the agency prediction open – indicating that it may not be as 
strongly associated with other accountability than hot anger and could also be due to 
internal or chance attributions. Finally, irritation may also be due to negligent, and not only 
intentional, behavior.  
 
Recently, Kuppens, Mechelen, Smits, and De Boeck (2003) examined the relationship 
between appraisal and anger to determine which appraisals might be specific, necessary, and 
sufficient to understand this emotion. They examined goal obstruction, other accountability, 
unfairness, and control and found that anger, compared to fear, shame, and sadness, had a 
distinctive appraisal pattern: goal obstacle, other accountability, and unfairness. Other 
accountability was also found to be a specific appraisal for anger. In summary, appraisal 
theorist generally agree that the most important elements for anger are an attribution of 
causality of an important obstructed goal to an external agent that has acted in an intentional 
manner in an otherwise controllable situation. Intentionality means that anger will usually 
be directed towards other persons or animals, or at oneself, because inanimate objects 
cannot act intentionally. Most importantly, other accountability - or external, intentional 
agency - or blame – seems to be a fundamental appraisal component for anger; although the 
evidence discussed above indicates that there are subtle differences between some of the 
emotions within the “anger family” (anger, irritation, contempt, and frustration). The next 
section will therefore focus on the causal attribution check, which is a sub-check of 
Scherer’s (2001) implication assessment check, and largely inspired by the attribution 
theories put forth by Heider (1958), Kelley (1967), and Weiner (1979, 1986). 
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1.2.3 Causal attribution and emotion 
 
The attribution of causality is one of the most important and well-researched appraisal 
dimensions. The philosopher Hume (1938, 1960) wrote that the way that humans think 
about causation is the cement of how the universe is understood. Causation enters all levels 
of cognitive processing, from perception to abstract reasoning, and is used for the 
understanding of all kinds of phenomena, from complex human behaviors to the interaction 
between billiard balls. Social psychologists such as Heider (1958), Kelley (1967), and 
Weiner (1979) were interested in the causal attributions individuals make in various 
situations and sought to understand individual differences in these perceptions. Heider, for 
example, believed that individuals wished to develop a coherent and logical world and thus 
attributed causality and meaning to most events. Kelley noted that individuals generally 
believed that the world is predictable and controllable and found that most humans analyzed 
failures more intensely than successes. Similarly, Weiner (1986), in a review of the 
experimental attribution literature, found that the search for and importance of causality was 
most marked in failure situations, especially if they were unexpected.  
 
Weiner is considered to be one of the most important precursors of modern appraisal theory 
(Schorr, 2001) “…primarily concerned with causation and agency, focusing on a somewhat 
more limited domain of emotions, but sharing general agreement with other theorists in that 
domain” (Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003, pp. 573). Weiner (1986) developed a comprehensive 
model to explain how attribution and emotions are related in an achievement context. In 
essence, emotions are instigated following a positive or negative event, usually an 
achievement-related success or failure, and then cognitions of increasing complexity enter 
the emotion process to further refine and differentiate the experience. More specifically, an 
individual will first evaluate the outcome of an event as either positive or negative. If the 
event is negative, unexpected, and / or important, then causal search and more differentiated 
emotions are likely, and these attributions are evaluated according to three major 
dimensions: 1.) internal (to self) versus external (to others); 2.) controllable versus 
uncontrollable outcomes; and 3.) stable (due to the person) versus unstable (due to the 
situations). Finally, specific emotions will be reported based upon the individual’s causal 
attribution analysis of the achievement event, predictions that have been empirically tested 
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and verified in numerous studies (Försterling, 2001). Figure 1.1 below, based on Weiner 
(1986), schematizes this model. 
 
Outcome Outcome evaluation
General positive 
or negative 
emotion 
Causal 
attribution and 
dimensions 
Distinct 
emotions If the event is evaluated as  
negative, unexpected, and 
/ or important Figure 1.1 : Model illustrating the 
relationship between attribution and emotion 
based on Weiner (1986, pp. 122) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Weiner and his colleagues primarily studied success and failure in achievement situations, 
and the model, the predictions, and the empirical evidence are relatively specific to this 
context2. A complete description of the theory or model, however, is beyond the scope of 
this review, and we will only briefly describe the findings and prediction important for our 
work. First, Weiner, Russel, and Lerman (1979) found that in failure situations, the most 
reported emotions were anger, depression, fear, and frustration. Concerning the object of the 
causal attribution, Weiner (1986) identified anger, pity, and gratitude as other-directed 
emotions and guilt and shame as self-directed emotions. In addition, Weiner, Graham, and 
Chandler (1982) carefully manipulated the internal, external, stable, and unstable attribution 
dimensions in a vignette study and found that anger was chosen primarily in situations that 
were due to external and stable factors. Thus, in the terms of Weiner’s model, anger will 
occur in negative, unexpected, and important failure situations, when causality is directed 
towards an external agent. The predictions and results for anger are therefore similar to 
those made by the other appraisal theorist described above, but this time are placed into an 
achievement context.   
 
The literature reviewed above seems to show that anger is primarily associated with the 
attribution of causality to an external agent. The internal/external agency appraisal 
dimension therefore seems particularly appropriate for the study of individual differences, 
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and compels us to briefly discuss the emotions generally associated with internal causal 
attribution, namely shame, guilt, and embarrassment (also called self-reflective and self-
conscious emotions, Lewis & Haviland, 1993; Haidt, 2003; Tangney & Fischer, 1995). In 
particular, shame and guilt are both negatively valanced emotions that typically arise in 
response to some personal failure (Mascolo & Fischer, 1995; Roseman, 2001; Scherer 2001; 
Weiner, 1986). Thus, they both involve internal attribution for negative, goal relevant 
events, and similar to anger, these emotions typically arise in interpersonal contexts 
(Tangney, 1995). Embarrassment rarely makes the list of predicted emotion in the appraisal 
lists, and is often studied in relation to facial expression (Keltner & Buswell, 1997). For our 
purposes, however, evaluative embarrassment will be considered as a less intense form of 
shame (Lewis, 1995). Despite the differences between these emotions, we will only consider 
them in relation to their similarity concerning the causal object, and will generally discuss 
these three emotions as internal emotions (see Tangney & Fischer, 1995, for an in-depth 
understanding of these three rather complex emotions).   
 
1.2.4 Cognitive appraisal and causal attribution – a debate 
 
Many contemporary appraisal theories have based their models on the pioneering appraisal 
theories by Arnold (1960) and Lazarus (1966), and the attribution theory proposed by 
Weiner (1986; for a historical overview of appraisal theory see Schorr, 2001). Causal 
attribution has therefore been integrated into the emotion antecedent appraisal process of 
these models, referred to as: intent / self - other (Frijda, 1986), agency (Roseman, 2001), 
causal attribution check (Scherer, 2001), or human agency (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). 
However, not all theorists agree that causal attribution and appraisal should be considered as 
part of the same cognitive process in relation to emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus & Smith, 
1988; Léon & Hernández, 1998; Smith et al., 1993).  
 
Lazarus (2001) referred to Weiner (1986) as one of the “…most active and visible appraisal 
theorists and researchers” (Lazarus, 2001, pp. 55), but also argued that “I think of appraisals 
as hot or emotional cognitions and attributions as cold and abstract” (Lazarus, 2001, pp. 57-
58). Indeed, Lazarus and Smith (1988) distinguish between two types of cognitions – 
appraisal and knowledge, and Smith et al. (1993) argue that causal attributions are a special 
                                                                                                                                                      
2 Although many findings can be generalized to other contexts (Försterling, 2001). 
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type of knowledge. In particular, these authors propose that attributions have to do with cold 
cognitions of an encounter (e.g., who, what, where, when, how, and why). Although this 
kind of information is necessary because it explains how things work, it does not result in 
emotions, provided that it remains non-evaluative and fact-oriented. Lazarus contends that 
the appraisal process is based on the kind of knowledge provided by causal attribution but 
consists of personal meaning consisting of evaluations of the significance of the facts for 
personal well-being. For emotion to occur, the facts must be appraised as having implication 
for personal benefit and harm. In this way, attributions could be considered as distal 
variables whereas appraisals could be considered as proximal variables.   
 
According to these authors (Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus & Smith, 1988), relationships between 
attribution and appraisal are both theoretically and empirically questionable, because these 
two types of information – although they are both cognitions – have different influences on 
emotion. The research evidence for such a strong position, however, is weak (Smith et al., 
1993; Léon & Hernández, 1998). In addition, Lazarus (2001) integrated elements from 
attribution research into his theory in a rather complicated way. For example, primary 
appraisal is made up of goal relevance, goal congruence and incongruence, and ego 
involvement.  Secondary appraisal is made up of blame and credit, coping potential, and 
future expectations. It seems rather paradoxical that Lazarus considers blame as a secondary 
appraisal dimensions, while he refers to evaluations related to locus of causality, 
controllability, intentionality, and responsibility as cold attributions (Lazarus, 2001, pp. 57-
58). As Shaver (1985) and Shaver and Drown (1986) have pointed out, one cannot blame 
without first deciding who is at fault.  For example, the environment or chance can cause a 
particular situation but will not be held responsible for it. Another person or the self can 
cause a situation and may or may not be held responsible for having caused it.  If another 
person or the self are seen as responsible, then they can also be blamed for the act, although 
responsibility does not automatically mean that the person will be blamed for his/her 
actions, as research by Harvey and Rule (1986) was able to demonstrate. Thus, in order to 
blame someone, locus of controllability, intentionality, and control need to be evaluated, 
even if on an unconscious and automatic level (Kihlstrom, 19873). Finally, on a theoretical 
level, it does not seem justifiable to consider attributions to be objective or non-evaluative. 
                                                 
3 Results by Kihlstrom (1987) suggest that causal reasoning is one of the complex cognitive processes that can 
occur outside of conscious awareness. 
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Given the large body of literature concerning attribution biases (Försterling, 2001), it would 
seem that attributions are anything but cold or objective. 
 
We will consider causal attribution to be an integral part of the emotion appraisal process. In 
addition, although it is certainly possible that individuals make causal attributions outside 
the emotion process, emotions will usually have some form agency appraisal. As remarked 
by Scherer (2001), “…the organism will first attempt to attribute the causes of the event, in 
particular to discern the agent that was responsible for its occurrence.  In case that the agent 
is an animate being, inferences will also be made with respect to the motive or intention 
involved.  The attribution processes used to gather this information can be quite complex…. 
Obviously, the evaluation of the further evolution of the situation, in particular the 
probability of the outcomes and one’s ability to deal with these, will greatly depend on the 
attribution of agency and intention” (pp. 96).   
 
In conclusion, any isolated appraisal dimension – and including the causal attribution check 
– can be either “cold” or “hot”, depending on the unique configurations of this dimension 
with the other elements of the emotion process. Thus, the “knowledge” of any one particular 
appraisal check or sub-check can not, on its own, elicit an emotion (Roseman & Smith, 
2001). For example “knowing” that a situation is novel will not elicit an emotion unless this 
novelty also implicates other relevant appraisals. For our purposes, and unless stated 
otherwise, we will therefore discuss dimensions of causal attributions in terms of the 
appraisal process, because we will be measuring these dimensions within an emotion 
induction procedure, and will make sure that individuals consider the situation as personally 
goal relevant. 
 
1.3 Personality 
 
Personality research brings together contributions from developmental, social, cognitive, 
and biological psychology and has historically been based upon four major paradigms: 
psychoanalytic, trait, behaviorist, and humanist (for an overview concerning the history of 
personality research see McAdams, 1997; for a review of the major personality paradigms 
see Pervin, 1996). In recent years these paradigms have been revised and expanded and new 
biological, evolutionary, and social-cognitive paradigms have emerged (Funder, 2001). The 
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purpose of each of these and other paradigms is to account for individual’s characteristic 
patterns of thought, emotion, and behavior, as well as for the psychophysiological and 
neurological mechanisms behind these patterns. In essence, personality psychology focuses 
on the study of the whole person, the dynamics of human affect and motivation, and the 
identification and empirical measurement of individual – but not pathological - differences 
among persons (McAdams, 1997).  
 
Given the importance of emotions and other affective phenomena for human behavior, it is 
not surprising that affect has played a central role in most personality theories. Already  
within the psycho-lexical trait approach to personality, the seminal work by Allport and 
Odbert (1936), based upon a rough classification of the nearly 18,000 English person-
descriptive terms found in Webster's Unabridged Dictionary, found that person descriptors 
in the English language could be broken down into four categories: 1.) personality traits; 2.) 
temporary states, moods, and activities; 3.) character evaluations; and 4.) person descriptors 
not classifiable into one of the preceding categories. This initial effort was updated by 
Norman (1967) who classified each term as one of the following: a stable trait, a temporary 
state, a temporary activity, a social role or relationship, or one of four exclusion categories. 
In a similar vein, Davitz (1969) made a distinction between two kinds of person 
characteristics related to affect, 1.) stable traits that describe how people usually or typically 
are, and 2.) transitory states that describe the affective condition of people during a specific 
moment in time. This trait vs. state distinction continues to play a large role in this domain, 
even if more recent researchers see the boundaries between affect-related traits and affect 
states as fuzzy (e.g., Chaplin, John, & Goldberg, 1988; Endler & Mangusson, 1976; 
Spielberger, 1972). Typically it is thought that emotion researchers are primarily interested 
in affective states, whereas personality researchers are primarily interested in affective traits.  
 
Emotions are complex phenomena; therefore personality differences can be conceptualized 
and measured at multiple levels and for different facets (Schimmack, Oishi, Diener, & Suh, 
2000). In addition, for each level or facet of emotions, different theoretical approaches have 
and can be used to understand the relationship between personality traits and specific 
affective feeling states and responses. For example, individual differences in emotional 
reactivity have been primarily studied using temperament, cognitive, and information-
processing approaches (Derryberry & Reed, 2003). Temperament approaches view 
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individual differences from a bottom-up perspective, as traits that are often, but not always 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992), grounded in physiological processes (e.g., Eysenck, 1990; Gray, 
1982). It is typically assumed that reactivity, which refers to the sensitivity of incoming 
information and is often conceptualized as response threshold, peak intensity, and recovery, 
varies between individuals.  Affect-related traits are usually studied in one of two ways. The 
first is to ask respondent about their emotions at multiple time points and then use 
aggregation and latent-state-trait analysis to eliminate situational variance (e.g., Eid, 2001).  
A second is to ask participants to report on affect-related traits, a procedure in which 
individuals aggregate their emotions over time themselves and respond to a question such as 
“I am often angry” (e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1997; Eysenck, 1990). The temperament model 
has identified both broad (e.g., Extraversion, Neuroticism) and specific (e.g., irritability, 
hostility, aggressiveness, anxiety, impulsivity) personality traits relevant for affect. 
Individuals particularly high or low in reactivity are also believed to be particularly 
vulnerable to clinical and health problems. 
 
Researchers using this approach usually measure a relevant affective trait, and then correlate 
this affective trait with affective states in particular situations or another outcome variable 
(e.g., well-being, health perception, work satisfaction). Thus, for example, self-report 
instruments such as the State-Trait Anger Inventory (STAXI-2; Spielberger, 1988) have 
shown important relationships between reported anger expression and reported health-
related perceptions and behaviors (Spielberger et al., 1988). Another consistent finding is 
that Extraversion is related to reported positive affect, while Neuroticism is related to 
reported anxiety and negative affect in general (Costa & McCrae, 1980, 1992). The 
temperament approach has been very influential for the understanding of individual 
differences in the types of moods and emotions reported;  differences in affective intensity, 
frequency, and duration (Schimmack et al., 2000); and affectivity in the domains of health 
(Wiebe & Smith, 1997) and organizational psychology (Barrick & Mount, 1993). However, 
it is often limited to descriptions of individual differences and offers little information about 
the origins of these differences or their relationship to specific behaviors (Mischel, 1968; 
but see Wiggins, 1997).    
 
Cognitive approaches focus on the perceptual and conceptual elements believed to cause 
emotion. These approaches use a top-down approach to focus on higher levels of cognitive 
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processing. Personality is construed as a system of mediating units (e.g., expectancies, 
encodings, goals) and cognitive-affective processes that interact with the situation. For 
example, the basic question of the social-cognitive approach has been to understand how 
individuals function psychologically “…in terms of the mediating processes that underlie 
stable individual differences in social behavior and that can make sense of intra-individual 
variability across situations” (Mischel & Shoda, 1998, pp 230-321). Although authors such 
as Cervone and Shoda (1999) see social-cognitive theory in direct opposition to 
temperamental trait theories, other authors such as Cantor (1990) and Mischel (1999) are 
hopeful that dispositional (the “having” side of personality) and processing dynamics (the 
doing” side of personality) are complementary. As will be shown in Section 1.3.1, this type 
of approach may be most appropriate for the study of individual differences in anger when 
using an appraisal theory of emotion perspective. It will therefore be described in more 
detail at that time. 
 
Finally, information-processing approaches take an intermediate road, and researchers 
using such models study interacting neural and biological systems together with conceptual 
cognitive processing systems (Derryberry & Reed, 2003). The information-processing 
approaches have become increasingly popular, due to ever more sophisticated measurement 
techniques. However, the euphoria surrounding some basic groundbreaking research 
concerning brain structures and hormonal influences for affective phenomena such as 
aggression or depression is also a potential danger. As Funder (2001) and Bandura (2001) 
point out, researchers often fall into a simplistic one-to-one trap, in which testosterone is 
thought to cause aggression and insufficient serotonin to cause depression. Not only are the 
biological (both neurological and physiological) underpinnings of temperament and 
emotional states, reactions, and behaviors complicated and influenced by countless 
individual difference parameters and errors, but aggression and depression are equally, if 
not more, complicated. Thus, although it can be expected that this approach will make 
important contributions to the understanding of basic processes underlying hostility and 
aggressiveness, it may not yet be the most appropriate method for understanding a complex 
social emotion like anger.     
  
Despite the large and growing amount of literature in the domain of personality and affect  
(Goldsmith & Davidson, 2003), there is still little information concerning how personality 
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leads to feelings of anger for particular types of individuals in specific situations. This is 
primarily because personality researchers often use emotional concepts in very global, 
undifferentiated fashion or in a way specific to each particular personality theory, thereby 
making the integration of findings from different studies difficult (Averill, 1997). In 
addition, the research on anger has been dominated by the temperamental trait approach and 
little is known about the underlying processes leading to anger in specific types of 
situations. Finally, much of the research looks at aggressive behaviors and hostility, or at 
perception of angry faces, rather than at anger feelings. Thus, past research has primarily 
focused on the frequency of hostility experiences (e.g., anger-prone individuals such as the 
Type A personality type; Fontaine et al., 1996; or  trait anger in the form of neuroticism, 
Costa & McCrae, 1992), or has examined anger expression and regulation (e.g., Behavioral 
Anger Response Questionnaire (BARQ), Linden, Hogan, Rutledge, Chawla, Lenz, & 
Leung, 2003; STAXI; Spielberger, 1988). Recently, Stemmler (1997) and Böddeker and 
Stemmler (2000) also examined the physiological and behavioral reactions to insults and 
found that both situations and traits influence actual anger response styles. The use of new 
paradigms and methods and the integration of more sophisticated models of emotion should 
allow for important advances in the years to come.  
 
We will use a social-cognitive approach to personality and study reported emotional states 
within a specific situation. The following pages will first indicate how a social-cognitive 
theory of personality can be integrated with an appraisal theory of emotion to make specific 
predictions. Contrary to past research on anger, we will not study affective personality traits 
that influence emotional states directly, but rather, will measure a cognitive personality trait 
that should influence a particular cognitive appraisal dimension - causal attribution - that is 
considered important for anger elicitation. We will then review the literature on the specific 
cognitive personality variable we have chosen to study, namely explanatory style or 
attribution style.  
 
1.3.1 Individual differences in appraisal and anger 
 
Empirical research efforts concerning the cognitive appraisal approach have focused mainly 
on the identification of specific emotion-appraisal relations in which individual differences 
have been treated as nuisance or error variables complicating otherwise robust results 
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(Lazarus, 1994). Although a lack of focus on individual differences is necessary to build 
general laws and theories (Lewis, 2001), emotion researchers who insist that emotions are 
primarily subjective experiences with great individual variability (e.g., Lazarus, 1991; van 
Reekum & Scherer, 1997) point out that: 
 
One of the paradoxes in the area of appraisal research is the lack of concern with 
individual differences in perceiving the same type of event. Appraisal theory partly 
started with Lazarus’ (1968) insistence on the “transactional” nature of appraisal, 
linking the objective event and the subjective appraisal, strongly affected by the 
perceived coping ability of the individual. In consequence, one might have thought 
that appraisal theorists were particularly interested in individual difference factors 
that can explain divergences in appraisal outcomes under similar conditions.  Indeed, 
most appraisal theorists will stress that appraisal is highly subjective and depends on 
the individuals perception and evaluation of events rather than their objective 
characteristics, predicting that the resulting emotion will be determined by the 
subjective interpretation. Yet there has been little effort to more systematically 
identify stable individual traits that might predispose persons to show systematic 
appraisal tendencies or even biases in the appraisal process (van Reekum & Scherer, 
1997, pp. 280). 
 
The studies that have looked at individual differences in appraisal have dealt mostly with 
anxiety and fear (e.g., Matthews, 1997) or the individual coping styles of psychological 
stress (e.g., Krohne, 2003; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). However, to our knowledge, only 
one study has looked specifically at how personality might influence appraisal processes 
antecedent to anger (Griner & Smith, 2000).   
 
As already discussed, anger is a social emotion and will therefore occur mostly in 
interpersonal situations. And although both personality and social psychologists have long 
recognized that social behavior is influenced by both personal and situation variables, the 
challenge has been how best to conceptualize and investigate these types of interactions. A 
common approach is to identify those situations when a particular type of person will or will 
not behave in a certain way. This approach is also called a moderating variable perspective 
(e.g., Endler, 1982). “The point is that personality theory needs to analyze dispositions in a 
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way that allows us to understand how individuals interact with situations and, most 
importantly, to identify and assess the dynamic intra-individual processes that underlie these 
interactions” (Mischel & Shoda, 1998, pp. 233).   
 
Within this interactionist perspective (Lewin, 1935; Kenrick & Funder, 1988), there is 
widespread agreement that personality-driven consistency is more likely to occur at a 
subjective, cognitive level of personal meaning than in the prediction of specific actions or 
behaviors across situations (Cantor & Zirkel, 1990; Funder & Colvin, 1991). Mischel and 
Shoda (1995, 1998), for example, propose a personality system in which individuals are 
characterized both in terms of the (a) the cognitions and affects that are available and (b) the 
distinctive organization of the interrelations among them and the psychological elements of 
a particular situation. According to these authors, individuals differ in how they selectively 
focus on different elements of a situation, how these are cognitively and emotionally 
encoded, and how these encodings activate and interact with other cognitions and affects in 
the personality system. Thus, although the personality structure is stable, different units 
become “activated” across situations that contain different psychological features (see also 
Stemmler, 1997). In this social-cognitive approach, individual differences can be seen as 
chronic accessibility or activation levels of the particular cognitions and affects the person 
has available.    
 
When linking the type of social-cognitive model proposed by Mischel and Shoda (1995, 
1998) to appraisal theories of emotion, it becomes possible to predict individual difference 
variables that may systematically influence particular appraisal dimensions or patterns. For 
example, fear is associated with strong goal relevance and urgency appraisals, and with low 
control and power appraisals (Scherer, 2001). Other authors also include uncertainty (e.g., 
Roseman, 2001). The workplace is generally considered to be an environment with a high 
degree of uncertainty (Schabracq, Cooper, Travers, & van Maanen, 2001). In addition, a 
person who believes that he or she is very important or irreplaceable in his or her work 
context may appraise many different situations as highly important and urgent. If these 
appraisals are coupled with low self-esteem and external locus of control, then this person 
may experience fear and anxiety at work more frequently than someone who is more 
realistic concerning work priorities and their level of urgency, or who has high self-esteem 
and internal locus of control. Thus, based upon past research on these different personality 
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dimensions and concepts, one could speculate that the individual difference variables 
presented in Table 1.3 could influence the appraisal checks or sub-checks within Scherer’s 
model (for an in depth look at these and other theoretical predictions, see van Reekum & 
Scherer, 1997). 
 
 
Table 1.3: Possible relationships between appraisal dimensions (Scherer, 2001) and 
specific individual difference variables 
 
 Appraisal Dimension Possible variables
   
1. Relevance Detection  
 Novelty Speed of habituation, extent of inhibition 
 Intrinsic Pleasantness   Ahedonia 
 Goal Relevance   Human motivation (McClelland, 1985; Murray, 1938); 
overgeneralization, overassimilation 
   
2. Implication Assessment  
 Causal Attribution    Explanatory style (Peterson et al., 1982; Seligman, 1986) 
 Outcome Probability Check Belief in a just world (Rubin & Peplau, 1975; Dalbert, 
Montada, & Schmitt, 1987; Dalbert, 1999); Optimism-
pessimism (LOT,  Scheier & Carver, 1985) 
 Discrepancy from Expectation   Conservatism vs. Openness to experience (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992); Belief in a just world 
 Goal/Need Conduciveness Perfectionism 
 Urgency   Realism  
   
3. Coping Potential Determination  
 Control Locus of control (Rotter, 1966); Illusion of control 
 Power Self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965), Self-efficacy (Bandura, 
1997) 
 Adjustment Openness to experience (Costa & McCrae, 1992); 
flexibility; fatalism 
   
4. Normative Significance Evaluation  
 a.) Internal Standards Human values (Schwartz, 1992); Ideal-self (Higgins, 
1987, 1989) 
 b.) External Standards  Ought-self (Higgins, 1987, 1989); Cultural values 
(Hofstede, 2001) 
   
 
Past research concerning anger has confirmed that there are individual differences in 
frequency of anger experience and anger expression; however, it remains unclear why anger 
may occur for particular individuals under certain situations more frequently than for others.  
Clinical psychologists and anger management counselors confirm that high trait anger 
individuals are more prone to experience anger in multiple situations and to engage more 
often in a variety of cognitive misappraisals (Kassinove & Tafrate, 2002; Schiraldi & Kerr, 
2002). But what is high trait anger? Could the chronic accessibility or activation levels of 
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the particular cognitions the person has available (Mischel & Shoda, 1995, 1998) lead to 
specific chronic misappraisal in certain situations, which then leads to anger? For example, 
most appraisal theorists consider other-blame to be an important and specific appraisal 
dimension of anger. It then seems reasonable to expect that individuals prone to generally 
attribute negative situations externally will report more anger in certain types of situations. 
This is the question we will pursue in the following sections. 
 
1.3.2 Individual differences in causal attribution and blaming 
 
The interest in causal attribution ‘style’ as a personality construct emerged around the same 
time that attribution research in social psychology was particularly strong (Winter & 
Barenbaum, 1999). In addition, individual differences in causal attribution have been 
studied with a variety of instruments (Weiner, 1990) but among the most well-known and 
most used instruments are the Internal-External Locus of Control Scale by Rotter (1966) and 
the Attributional Style Questionnaire by Peterson et al. (1982).  
 
Rotter's (1966) Internal-External Scale (I-E Scale) was developed to measure individual 
differences in generalized expectancies concerning the extent to which rewards and 
punishments are under internal or external control. People high on internal locus of control 
have a generalized expectancy that reinforcers or outcomes will depend largely on their own 
efforts, whereas people high on external locus of control have a generalized expectancy that 
outcomes will depend largely on luck, fate, or chance, or other external forces. The I-E scale 
has stimulated a great deal of research since its creation (Pervin, 1996) but although the 
internal-external dimension of causal attribution is certainly one of the most important, other 
authors have tried to go beyond it. In addition, as the term locus of control already indicates, 
this concept measures general beliefs concerning the amount of control an individual can 
have in this world. It could therefore be argued that the scale measures a dimension closer to 
Scherer’s appraisal check of control than to the causal attribution check (see Table 1.3).  
 
Peterson and Seligman (1984) developed a more complex model to explain individual 
differences in causal attributions, based upon the learned helplessness phenomenon 
uncovered by Seligman (1975). In particular, the model differentiates causal explanations 
for good events and causal explanations for bad events, arguing that these two types of 
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explanations are independent of each other and have differential effects on psychological 
functioning.  For example, “if the person explains a bad event by an internal factor then self-
esteem loss is likely to occur. If the person explains the event by an external factor, then 
self-esteem loss is less likely to occur“ (Peterson & Seligman, 1984, pp. 352).  Besides 
expanding the internal/external dimensions, the explanatory style model by Peterson and 
Seligman (1984) also includes stability and globality dimensions, which are considered 
important for the understanding of depression. “Stability of causal beliefs affects the 
chronicity of helplessness and depression following bad events. If a bad event is explained 
by a cause that persists, depressive reactions to the event tend to persist. If the event is 
explained by a transient factor, then depressive reactions tend to be short lived...globality of 
causal beliefs influence the pervasiveness of deficits following bad events. If one believes 
that a global factor has caused a bad event, then helplessness deficits tend to occur in a 
variety of different situations. If one believes that a more specific factor is the cause, the 
deficits tend to be circumscribed” (Peterson & Seligman, 1984, pp. 348-349).  
 
Explanatory style has a long tradition within clinical research, where attributions to internal, 
stable and global factors for negative events and attributions to external, unstable, and 
specific causes for positive events has been reliably associated with depression (Sweeney, 
Anderson, & Bailey, 1986). The review by Tennen and Herzberger (1986), however, 
showed that the scale could also be applied to research on achievement motivation, self-
esteem, responses to aversive life events, and gender and sex-role differences in causal 
attribution. In recent years, this instrument has also been increasingly associated with 
optimism research (Gillham, Shatté, Reivich, & Seligman, 2001). Generally speaking, and 
in contrast to expectancy based optimism-pessimism measures (e.g., the LOT; Scheier & 
Carver, 1985), attributional measures provide a more indirect assessment of optimism and 
pessimism. People are optimistic when they attribute problems in their lives to temporary, 
specific and external (opposed to permanent, pervasive, and internal) causes. In this context, 
the depressive explanatory style is considered to be a pessimistic personality disposition. 
 
The ability of explanatory style to predict individual differences in cognitive functioning 
and the stability of such a construct within personality are debated. Peterson and Seligman 
(1984) argued that explanatory style is a cognitive personality trait because the instrument 
they devised to measure this construct showed cross-situational consistency and fairly high 
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stability over time (Peterson et al., 1982), which was also confirmed by numerous empirical 
studies (Chang, 2001; Seligman, 1998). Other authors found that attributional styles 
changed linearly over time, influenced by – for example - changes in marital satisfaction 
within each spouse (Karney & Bradbury, 2000). This argument is also in line with cognitive 
theories of depression (Beck, Rush, Shaw, & Emery, 1979; Cottraux, 1998), which propose 
that individuals make internal, stable, and global attributions for negative events when they 
are in a phase of depression, but that this “maladaptive” attributional style disappears when 
they are no longer depressed (Persons & Rao, 1985). The debate can be partially resolved 
when definitions and conceptions of personality are examined. 
  
Allport (1937) distinguished between cardinal traits, central traits, and secondary 
dispositions, arguing that some personality traits (e.g., cardinal traits) were more important 
within a specific person and less amenable to change than others (e.g., secondary 
dispositions). Similarly, a recent study by Vaidya, Gray, Haig, and Watson (2002) found 
that some personality traits, such as Extraversion, are more stable than others, such as 
Neuroticism. In addition, even within Extraversion, not all traits are equally stable. For 
example, excitement seeking decreases markedly between college age and adulthood 
whereas activity level shows little or no change (Costa, McCrae, Martin, Oryol, Senin, & 
Rukavidhnikov, 2000). Peterson and Seligman (1984) suggest that explanatory style is a 
relatively stable, but not an invariant, trait and that certain types of life changes and therapy 
can influence it. In this way, explanatory style could be considered a secondary disposition, 
rather than a cardinal trait of personality. 
 
Attributions and individual differences in these attributions, as well as their effects on 
emotions and other outcome variables have been studied for many years. However the 
literature remains confusing and the results are often contradictory (Peterson & Bossio, 
2001). This is partly due to the different methodologies and measures that have been used, 
but also to various theoretical traditions and fields of application. The following pages will 
attempt to organize these findings and highlight some of the questions that remain. In 
addition, our interest in explanatory style is primarily due to the capacity of this concept to 
differentiate internal and external attributional style for negative and positive situations. 
Therefore, although we will be referring to results from both depression and optimism 
research, we will not be measuring either depression or optimism per se. Rather, and similar 
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to Mikulincer (1988), we will use the Attribution Style Questionnaire (ASQ; Peterson et al., 
1982; Seligman, 1986) by focusing primarily on the internal – external dimensions of the 
instrument. Moreover, because we are interested in anger, we will be particularly interested 
in how people generally attribute causality for negative situations.  This aspect of the scale, 
which will be described in more detail in Chapter 2, has also shown to be the most robust, 
stable, and predictive for various outcomes (Peterson, 2000). In sum, the review of the 
literature and the discussion of results will often make references to findings and theories 
from depression and optimism research. However, the primary focus of interest in reviewing 
the findings will be to understand how internal or external attributions for negative 
situations might influence appraisal and emotions. We will therefore often refer to 
individuals who generally attribute negative situations to internal causes as “Internals” and 
individuals who generally attribute negative situations to external causes as “Externals”. 
 
1.3.3 Explanatory style in depression and optimism research 
 
Compared to a pessimistic explanatory style, an optimistic explanatory style has been 
associated with high motivation, a large number of coping strategies, increased 
achievement, physical well-being, and lower levels of depressive symptoms (for a review, 
see Buchanan & Seligman, 1995). For example, Seligman and Schulman (1986) tested the 
instrument in the life insurance sector, where sales agents are repeatedly in contact with 
persons not wishing to buy. The authors found that individuals who sold less life insurance 
in their first and second year were significantly more likely to attribute negative events to 
internal, stable and global causes (pessimism). In addition, newly recruited sales agents who 
had completed the ASQ upon entry into the organization achieved a greater volume of sales 
and were more likely to stay in the company if they attributed positive outcomes to internal, 
stable and global causes and negative events to external, unstable, and specific causes (an 
optimistic explanation style). Optimistic explanation style is also related to higher academic 
achievement for college students and increased job productivity (see Schulman, 1995, for a 
review). The advantages of optimism are not found consistently. Follette and Jacobson 
(1987) measured explanatory style and looked at emotions following a real life stressor – a 
college examination. They found that contrary to Seligman’s model, participants making 
internal, stable, and global attributions for poor examination performances did not have 
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more depression, but rather, planned to study more for the next examination (see also 
research on defensive pessimism, Norem & Cantor, 1986). 
 
To explain the advantages of optimistic attributions, some researchers suggest that increased 
optimism results in unrealistic, constructive, and illusory modes of thinking. For example, in 
their influential review in 1988, Taylor and Brown concluded that healthy individuals 
characteristically manifest three “pervasive, enduring, and systematic” (pp. 194) illusions.  
These illusions are unrealistically positive self-evaluations, exaggerated perceptions of 
control or mastery, and unrealistic optimism. The conclusions were drawn from results 
showing that depressed and low self-esteem individuals have more accurate self-perceptions 
than non-depressed or high self-esteem individuals. They therefore argued that persons who 
have self-enhancing positive illusions are more likely to be psychologically healthy.  
 
Not everyone agrees.  According to Norem and Chang (2001), “Though there is voluminous 
research suggesting the advantages of self-enhancing and optimistically biased self-
perceptions, little has been done to examine the potential implications of these tendencies as 
they influence perception of other people. One wonders whether a pervasive tendency to be 
optimistic about the self – especially if it is related to self-enhancement and even denial – 
might lead to ignoring others and their potential contributions. Seldom have we seen much 
discussion or research into those kinds of potential costs” (pp. 355). Similarly, Peterson 
(2000) remarked, “…much of the optimism research is curiously asocial” (pp. 50). Finally, 
Norem and Cantor (1986) found that, “…subjects using an optimistic strategy tended to 
deny having had any control over their performance when given feedback on negative 
outcomes, whereas they accepted control for their performance in the success condition” 
(pp. 1209). Indeed, optimism may be good for individual well-being and health, but even in 
an individualistic society, can the strategy always be justified? And is an optimistic 
explanatory style within social situations related to blaming behaviors? 
 
In a review paper entitled Blaming others for threatening events, Tennen and Affleck (1990) 
identified optimism and explanatory style as individual difference variables that may 
influence a tendency to blame others. “Individuals’ attributional style should also influence 
other-blame. Those who characteristically find others at fault are more likely to take 
advantage of the presence of another person to attribute blame…however…none of the 
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studies…measured attributional style or dispositional optimism. Very few have examined 
any of the situational factors that we predict will elicit other-blame or examined directly 
how situational factors, personal characteristics, and event-specific appraisals act on each 
other. Thus, our portrayal of other-blame as a derivative of a situation x person interaction 
awaits formal empirical test. The available evidence is preliminary yet encouraging” (pp. 
223). 
 
Blaming has been studied mostly in connection with victimization and the adaptation of the 
individual to threatening circumstances such as rape, accidents, illnesses, and the death of 
loved ones. In these contexts, the focus was usually on the adaptiveness of behavioral self-
blame – although this finding was not always consistent (Tennen & Affleck, 1990). 
Interestingly, a relatively consistent finding in these types of studies was that other-blame 
had a negative relationship to adaptation and was regularly associated with lower self-
esteem, more emotional distress, and poorer physical health than self-blame. The review by 
Tennen and Affleck, however, did not look at the published literature on achievement 
related attributions or on studies exploring the affective consequences of causal attribution. 
Thompson and Janigian (1988) suggested that externalizing blame through excuses might be 
more adaptive in achievement situations where outcomes are ego-relevant than in non-
achievement tasks, where one’s view of the world rather than one’s ability is threatened. 
The literature concerning scapegoating also contends that blaming can have very positive 
functions for individual psychological well-being (Douglas, 1995). Similarly, Meyer (1988) 
showed that positive thinking is often defined by what it opposes: Catholics, women, 
homosexuals, intellectuals, etc. Thus, victim blaming seems to be a general theme in the 
type of optimistic thinking (Ryan, 1978) heralded in individualistic societies and cultures. 
 
Although self-enhancement and external blaming may be advantageous for individual well-
being in achievement situations, related research suggests that this strategy may be less 
effective in social interactions. For example, Colvin, Block, and Funder (1995) found that 
“…self-enhancement, while aiding one’s self-esteem, is over the long term an ineffective 
interpersonal strategy with both friends and acquaintances and, therefore, the growth or 
development of self. A vicious cycle is generated whereby self-enhancement is rigidly and 
frequently used to maintain positive self-regard but at a continual and cumulative cost of 
alienating one’s friends and discouraging new acquaintances” (pp. 1161). Research 
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concerning the narcissistic personality type also suggests that these people respond to 
threats to their self-worth by perceiving themselves more positively than is justified 
(Robbins & John, 1997) and by denigrating others (Morf & Rhodewalt, 1993). Based upon a 
review of the literature, Robins and John conclude that, “Compared with low self-esteem 
individuals, high self-esteem individuals are more likely to describe themselves more 
positively than they describe the average other, more likely to engage in compensatory self-
enhancement following negative feedback, more likely to believe their abilities as unusual 
and their failings as common, and more likely to derogate sources of negative feedback.  
Thus the Egoist metaphor seems to capture the self-processes of individuals high in 
narcissism and in self-esteem” (pp. 666). Given the relationship between optimism, self-
esteem, the strategy of attributing negative situations to external factors, and a lack of 
research concerning this variable in real social situations, one could question if similar 
processes are occurring here.   
 
1.3.4 Individual differences in attribution and the effect on emotion 
 
The relationship between attribution and emotions has generally not been studied using an 
individual difference perspective. However, the relationship between attributional style and 
depression has been considered one of the most established in psychology (Peterson & 
Bossio, 1991) and in a correlational study of many different instruments, Gohm and Clore 
(2002) found that an internal, stable, and global attributional style for bad events (or 
pessimism) was associated with the tendency to experience negative emotions intensely. 
Optimism, in general, has been associated with positive emotions or more often, a lack of 
negative emotions (Seligman, 1998). These very general findings however do not provide 
much information concerning specific emotions. In order to study the personality – appraisal 
– emotion link concerning attribution and anger, one therefore needs to combine the 
literature from the appraisal and attribution emotion literature and the explanatory style 
literature.  These relationships have been the impetus for the present study. 
 
 
1.4 Summary and discussion 
 
The literature above has sought to integrate research and theory from personality and 
emotion research, using an appraisal theory framework, in order to examine a question with 
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practical applications: How do individuals deal with goal obstruction and unexpected failure 
when working with another person in a goal relevant situation? Attribution research has 
found that individuals will search for causality in failure situations, explanatory style 
research has found that there are consistent and individual differences in how individuals 
explain poor events, and appraisal theories of emotion have shown relatively consistent 
findings concerning the relationship between specific appraisal dimensions and emotions.  
However, two issues remain. On the one hand, the results from these separate but related 
fields have not been combined; although several of the authors cited above have suggested 
interesting links. Most important, however, none of the literature cited has examined these 
phenomena in real, interpersonal situations. We therefore propose to examine the following 
questions: 
 
1.5 General research questions 
 
1.) “The major task of appraisal theory is to predict which profiles of appraisal under which 
circumstances produce…emotion episodes and which type of emotion is likely to occur”  
(Scherer, 2001, pp. 370). A major postulate of appraisal theory is that individuals in the 
same situation will have different emotions because they will appraise the situation 
differently. Other authors have contended that people will report similar appraisal 
dimensions in the same situation (such as in vignettes and recalled emotion episodes) 
because they have learned particular scripts and interpretations concerning specific types of 
situations (e.g., Parkinson & Manstead, 1992, 1993). We predict an intermediate position: 
although the situation will bring about rather similar patterns of appraisals and emotions 
(i.e., there is certainly some shared social meaning concerning particular types of 
situations), it will also be possible to identify distinct patterns of appraisal and emotion for 
different types or groups of individuals. In other words, it should be possible to tease apart 
some of the variance explained by the situation from the variance explained by personality 
or other individual factors. 
 
2.) Appraisal theory predicts that appraisal dimensions serve as mediator variables between 
a particular personality construct and a specific emotion. We will test this mediator variable 
approach when we examine the influence of personality (explanatory style or attribution 
style) on emotion (especially anger), and we expect to find specific appraisal dimensions 
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(especially causal attribution and blaming) that serve as moderating variables to explain the 
personality – emotion link. In other words, we postulate that explanatory style will have 
consistent effects on appraisal and therefore on emotions within a goal relevant, social, 
achievement situation in which there is failure.  
 
3.) Finally, there are some apparent contradictions between the optimism literature (e.g., 
Seligman, 1998; Chang, 2001) and the appraisal and attribution literature (e.g., Lazarus, 
1991; Scherer, 2001; Weiner, 1986) as to what should happen in interpersonal achievement-
type failure situations. According to attribution and appraisal theorists, persons who 
generally attribute causality to external factors should be more likely to look for the 
causality of failure externally and therefore have more anger, irritation, frustration and 
contempt experiences, especially if this external factor is another person. Those who 
generally look for causality of negative situations internally should look for causality of a 
failure internally and therefore experience more embarrassment, shame, and guilt (Lazarus, 
1991; Scherer, 2001; Weiner, 1986). Researchers using the ASQ suggests that those 
typically naming internal causes for negative events will do more self-blame and have more 
negative emotions in general or more depression / sadness. Generally attributing causality of 
negative events to external factors, however, has been seen as “positive” for the individual 
in terms of better health, higher self-esteem, and more positive emotions.   
 
Interestingly, we found no results in the literature indicating if the external attribution for 
failure situations takes the form of blaming another person, or rather in finding fault with 
other external objects such as the task itself, time, etc. One could speculate that such a 
difference in object will play a role in the types of emotion experienced. Indeed, past 
research has primarily used vignette studies and past memory recall to study attributions and 
emotions, and we found no systematic research looking at how these phenomena function in 
real, interpersonal situations of failure or how explanatory style might affect these. Based 
upon the literature review above, it seems reasonable to expect that if finding fault with 
external factors is advantageous for self-esteem in failure situations, then blaming the other 
person might be one of the ways of externally attributing causality for failure when working 
with another person. And if these persons engage in blaming, then they should, according to 
appraisal and attribution theory, have more anger emotions.  
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1.6 Overview of the present research 
 
This work presents an effort to systematically study individual differences in appraisal and 
emotion during a stressful, interdependent achievement situation when the goal is obstructed 
by an ambiguous cause and the task eventually ends in failure. Within this rather complex 
framework, we will focus primarily on personality and cognitive appraisal processes related 
to anger. As mentioned before, many appraisal and attribution theorists (e.g., Averill, 1982; 
Scherer, 2001; Weiner, 1986) consider external causal attribution to be the most common 
antecedent of anger. In addition, anger is more likely to occur in those cases when external 
attributions are made towards another person (blaming) rather than towards other things. We 
therefore wished to differentiate individuals who attributed causality of an interpersonal task 
failure to another person from individuals who attributed causality to themselves, and those 
who engaged in other types of strategies such as minimization and excuse behaviors 
(Försterling, 2001). Based upon past research, we anticipated that each strategy should 
influence emotions differently and that explanatory style, measured by the Attribution Style 
Questionnaire (ASQ; Peterson et al., 1982; Seligman, 1986), would be one individual 
difference variable that could explain systematic causal attribution biases in failure 
situations and therefore in reported emotion. 
 
Anger is considered to be a “social emotion” (Averill, 1982) because the causes and object 
of anger are usually another person. Ideally, anger should therefore be studied within 
interpersonal situations. This has rarely been the case (Hinde, 1997), and the few studies 
concerning anger in interpersonal contexts have focused on the couple relationship (usually 
by asking partners to discuss topics creating conflict and then analyzing the resulting 
emotions; Gottman & Levenson, 1992; Gottman, Coan, Carrere, & Swanson, 1998; 
Levenson & Gottman, 1983). Because we were interested in understanding individual 
differences, however, it seemed more appropriate to create a situation that would be as 
comparable as possible for all participants and was based upon specific theoretical 
considerations. For example, past research has consistently shown that important, ego-
relevant failure situations will stimulate causal search, especially if these are unexpected 
(Weiner, 1986). In addition, a failure situation would need to include at least two persons of 
equal status so that person-directed blaming and anger would be viable response options 
(Averill, 1982). Finally, the failure situation would need to be ambiguous and stressful 
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enough concerning the causes for failure, so that the stimulated causal search would allow 
individual differences in causal explanations to emerge and hopefully influence emotions in 
predictable ways. 
 
Within a carefully designed emotion induction procedure that will be described in detail in 
Chapter 2, we wanted to test specific hypotheses. First, according to emotion theorists (e.g., 
Folkman & Lazarus, 1985), appraisal and resulting emotions are processes that will vary 
with both the situation and the individual. Therefore, similar situations – such as a 
frustrating achievement context, or receiving a low score on an important test – should be 
evaluated in fairly similar ways by many types of individuals and thus engender similar 
emotions. Individual differences, on the other hand, should account for systematic 
differences within the general framework, explaining variances usually attributed to error. 
From the literature review, it also seems reasonable to expect that explanatory style will 
only be “activated” (Mischel & Shoda, 1995, 1998) under certain situations and that it will 
only influence cognitive processes in predictable ways if it is activated. 
 
Although it had a different aim, the study by Folkman and Lazarus (1985) examined 
emotions in a design similar to the one we will be proposing. In particular, Folkman and 
Lazarus gave students coping and emotion questions two days before a midterm exam (T1), 
two days before receiving the grades (T2), and five days after the grades were announced 
(T3). They measured worried, fearful, and anxious under the heading “anticipatory threat 
emotions”; confident, hopeful, and eager as “anticipatory challenge emotions”; angry, sad, 
disappointed, guilty, and disgusted as “outcome harm emotions”; and exhilarated, pleased, 
happy, and relieved as “outcome benefit emotions”. They found that threat and challenge 
emotions were relatively high and did not change significantly between T1 and T2, but 
decreased significantly between T2 and T3. Harm and benefit emotions increased 
significantly between T1 and T2, but did not decrease significantly between T2 and T3.  
Finally, although Folkman and Lazarus indicated that there were individual differences in 
emotions and coping, they did not examine these.  
 
The study by Folkman and Lazarus (1985) examined individual coping and emotion 
reactions to a real life individual stress and the students received a range of results on the 
test from very good to very poor. However, it was an important study for the understanding 
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of emotion processes engendered by achievement situations and indicates the types of 
responses one can generally expect when studying emotions throughout the stress process.  
Our research will build upon this study, by explaining who (in terms of explanatory style) 
will be experiencing which of the “outcome harm emotions” (angry, sad, disappointed, 
guilty, and disgusted) that were reported at T2 and T3. In addition, we can already predict 
that explanatory style will most likely be “activated” when measured after a stressful 
situation (T2) and after receiving results on a test (T3). Based on the types of emotions 
reported in Folkman and Lazarus, and the results by Mikulincer (1988), we also expect that 
explanatory style will “not be activated” before the stressful situation (T1).  
 
If causal search can be successfully stimulated by our induction procedure, then we can 
make several predictions based on the literature review. First, Externals should be 
significantly more likely to make external attributions than Internals and Internals should 
make significantly more internal attributions than Externals. Anger, irritation, frustration, 
and contempt are generally considered to be other-directed emotions (e.g., Averill, 1982; 
Scherer, 2001) and shame, guilt, and embarrassment self-directed, self-conscious, or 
internal emotions (e.g., Lewis & Haviland, 1993; Haidt, 2003; Roseman, 2001; Scherer, 
2001; Tangney & Fischer, 1995). We therefore predict that Externals will report more other-
directed emotions than Internals and that Internals will report more self-directed or self-
conscious emotions than Externals. Finally, the relationships between explanatory style and 
particular emotions should be mediated by specific causal attribution. In particular, Internals 
making internal attributions should report more self-directed emotions. Because we do not 
know if Externals are more likely to make external attributions towards another person or 
towards other things, we only predict that Externals making external attributions towards 
another person should be more likely to report more other-directed emotions. 
 
In the next chapter, we will describe in detail the interpersonal emotion induction procedure 
that we developed specifically for this research, as well as the measures used to access 
attribution, blaming, and emotions. We conducted three studies using this same basic 
research framework and each study will be reported separately. Chapter 3 will describe the 
first study, which served primarily as a pilot study to test the procedure and measures.  
Study 2 and Study 3 will be discussed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, respectively. Differences 
from one study to the next reflect our quest to refine the measures and method and to more 
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effectively access attributions, blaming, and the hypothesized emotions. Finally, the General 
Discussion in Chapter 6 will summarize the findings and discuss the implications of this 
work for basic and applied research in relation to appraisal theories of emotion, personality, 
and anger.  
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 CHAPTER 2  
 
2 EMOTION INDUCTION METHOD and GENERAL PROCEDURE 
 
 
2.1 Overview 
 
The study of emotions in experimental settings has several specific problems, such as 
making sure the individuals are sufficiently involved and implicated for emotions to emerge 
(for overviews concerning emotion induction, see Gerrards-Hesse, Spies, & Hesse, 1994; 
Philippot, 1993). For the induction of anger, participants also need to be placed into a 
situation they will evaluate as goal obstructive. In addition, we wanted to create a social 
situation that closely mirrored stressful, interdependent work situations. Finally, a study by 
Griner and Smith (2000) provided useful methodological insights for our research design. In 
particular, these authors studied individual differences in motivational relevance on 
appraisal and emotion in vivo, using an interpersonal anger-inducing paradigm. Participants 
were selected based upon extreme scores in affiliation-motivation and asked to teach a 
computer task to an unmotivated, incapable, and hostile student (in reality an experimental 
accomplice). Despite very promising results, the authors suggested that the situational 
factors of the anger-inducing setting they had used were probably too strong and thereby 
minimized the emergence of personality factors. In addition, the use of an experimental 
accomplice, who was asked to follow a rather inflexible verbal script with each participant 
that did not always fit to the context of the participant’s behavior, created a strange 
relationship that did not evoke normal behaviors, appraisals, or emotions. We therefore 
chose not to use an experimental accomplice, but two equal status participants, and took 
great care to create a situation that would allow individual differences in causal attribution 
and blaming to emerge. 
 
We decided to use a performance situation in which participants receive negative feedback 
to induce emotions (a failure situation) because: 1.) failure situations can be produced in the 
laboratory with simple arrangements while remaining highly standardized and controlled;  
2.) the real purpose of the research can be easily disguised because the participants focus on 
the performance aspect of the task. Participants are therefore easily implicated in these types 
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of tasks and are likely to appraise them as goal-relevant; 3.) failure situations are, by their 
very nature, usually considered to be goal obstructive; 4.) failure situations induce causal 
search; and 5.) successes and failures occur in everyday life, and especially in the work 
context. For a meta-analysis concerning success and failure situations for emotion induction, 
see Nummenmaa and Niemi (in press). 
 
Negative feedback (or failure) on ego-relevant individual intelligence tests has proven to be 
a particularly effective emotion-inducing situation (Stucke & Sporer, 2002). We therefore 
created a social intelligence test in which participants received negative feedback. In 
addition, Weiner (1986) reported that an individual’s search for causality was most marked 
in unexpected failure situations, and we therefore created a test situation in which 
participants expected to perform relatively well. The difficulty level of the task was also 
carefully considered because past research has shown that failure in very easy tasks will be 
attributed to bad luck. Only when tasks are of intermediate difficulty can attributions be 
made to internal factors of an actor (Försterling, 2001). Finally, past research has shown that 
failure induction can induce: depression (Rodewalt & Morf, 1998), shame (Wilson & Kerr, 
1999), surprise (Gendolla, 1997), hostility (Krohne, Pieper, Knoll, & Briemer, 2002), and 
anger (Stucke & Sporer, 2002). One explanation for this variability is that individuals are 
evaluating the same situation differently and therefore have different emotions.  The use of a 
standardized failure situation should therefore be an ideal framework to test if personality 
variables can systematically explain some of the variance concerning appraisal processes 
and the type of emotion reported.  
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2.2 Method 
 
We created the following procedure based upon the literature review and the research 
questions.  For reasons that will become apparent later, the procedure changed slightly from 
one study to the next, but the essential structural aspects remained the same. This section 
provides a general overview of these general characteristics of the design. In addition, 
Figure 2.1 below shows the similarities and differences between the three studies and can 
serve as a guideline throughout the description that will follow. 
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Figure 2.1: Similarities and differences between the three studies 
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2.2.1 General procedure 
 
Each of the three studies consisted of three phases: a recruitment phase, a questionnaire 
phase, and an experimental phase.    
 
The recruitment phase: the first step in the recruitment phase was to distribute the 
Attribution Style Questionnaire to students in a first year psychology course.  
 
The Attributional Style Questionnaire: (ASQ; Peterson et al., 1982; French version of the 
ASQ; Seligman, 1986) is made up of 12 different hypothetical situations, consisting of 6 
good events (three achievement and three affiliation events) and 6 bad events (three 
achievement and three affiliation events). Each of these situations is followed by a series of 
four questions. The first question following each situation asks the participant to describe 
one major cause of the situation. This question is not scored but helps the respondent to 
answer the remaining questions. For the researcher, these responses are also useful to 
determine if the questionnaire was taken seriously. The remaining three questions are 
arranged in the same order for each situation and measure three different dimensions on a 
scale ranging from one to seven. The first question measures whether the response is 
internal or external, the second question measures whether the participant’s response in 
stable or unstable, and the third question measures whether the response is global or 
specific. Three different types of scores can be obtained with the ASQ: 1.) a composite 
negative attribution style score (CoNeg) which indicates how participants generally explain 
bad events; 2.) a composite positive attributional style score (CoPos), which indicates how 
participants generally explain good events; and 3.) a composite positive minus composite 
negative attributional style score (CPCN), which is the general indicator for depression.  
 
To test adequately the influence of attribution style on cognitive and emotional processes 
(Tennen & Affleck, 1990), we asked participants to fill out the ASQ approximately four 
weeks before the emotion inducing event rather than concurrently, and the questionnaires 
were always completed during class time at the beginning of the academic year. A total of 
593 students filled out the ASQ across the three studies. Table 2.1 below shows the number 
of men and women that filled out the ASQ for each study. 
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Table 2.1: Number of men and women that filled out the ASQ for each study 
 
 Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Totals 
Women 97 208 190 495 
Men 19 41 38 98 
Total 116 249 228 593 
 
Potential participants were selected on the basis of extreme scores on the CoNeg because we 
were interested in how participants generally explained bad events. The scores on the 
CoNeg can range from 18 (extreme external, unstable and specific causal explanations) to 
126 (extreme internal, global, and stable explanations) and the theoretical mean is situated at 
72. The empirical scores on the French version of the ASQ across all three years ranged 
from 31 to 110 and the mean was 70.69 (SD 12.42). The distribution of the scores on this 
scale was normal (see Figure 2.2; Skewness = .004, Standard error = .100; Kurtosis = .092; 
Standard error = .200) which meant that we could confidently select participants situated at 
the two extreme ends of the scale. Generally speaking, only participants who had scores 
higher than 80 (one standard deviation above the mean) and lower than 60 (one standard 
deviation below the mean) were retained.  From now on, we will be referring to participants 
with a score ranging from 80 to 110 as “Internals” and participants with scores ranging from 
18 to 60 as “Externals”.   
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Figure 2.2 
 
The distribution of scores on the CoNeg scale from the ASQ, based upon the 593 students 
that had filled out the questionnaire across all three studies.
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We calculated standardized item Cronbach alphas for the ASQ (Overall scale = .72;  CoNeg 
= .66; CoPos = .71). These alphas are somewhat lower than those reported for the English 
language versions4, but still considered to be acceptable. 
  
As incentive, the participants received course credit, were given feedback on a well-known 
personality test (the NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992), and were invited to attend a 
seminar about communication and emotional intelligence at work. Table 2.2 below shows 
how many students per attribution style group actually participated in each study. 
 
 
Table 2.2: Total number of participants across all three studies 
 
 Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Totals 
Internals 19 25 20 64 
Externals 21 25 20 66 
Totals 40 50 40 130 
 
The questionnaire phase: Participants came to one of two questionnaire sessions organized 
in a seminar room at the university. After being welcomed and thanked for their interest, 
students were given some information about the overall purpose of the study. Briefly, the 
experimenter (“E”) told them that globalization and the increased use of modern technology 
were making it necessary for many workers to communicate largely by telephone, fax, or 
the Internet. Our study was designed to better understand how people resolve complex 
problems together under these modern constraints and whether some of their strategies are 
more efficient than others. More specifically, participants were told that we wanted to learn 
how well certain types of people (based on personality) or professions (based on the 
university department) would perform at communication and problem solving in order to be 
able to better prepare students for professional life.  
  
After the presentation of the cover story, the participants were told that the study had two 
phases and that they were expected to take part in both. Because the second phase would 
require two persons that did not know each other to work together, a questionnaire was 
created to assign each person to a dyad containing someone they did not know. This 
questionnaire included the names of all study participants, and each person was asked to rate 
every name on a 0-4 scale indicating how well he/she knew that person (Appendix 1). The E 
                                                 
4 Peterson & Seligman (1984) reported Cronbach alphas of CoPos = .75 and CoNeg = .72.  
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then randomly paired each participant with a same sex partner whom he or she did not know 
(a zero rating).   
 
During the time the E paired the participants for the experimental phase, the students filled 
out a series of personality questionnaires. These instruments were included for exploratory 
purposes and to check for possible moderating effects of personality in appraisal and 
emotion. However, because the purpose of this research was to determine the influence of 
one particular personality variable - explanatory style - on appraisal and emotion, a 
complete analysis of these other variables was beyond the scope of this paper. The 
instruments and the results will be discussed in more detail elsewhere (Wranik & Scherer, in 
preparation).   
 
Participants filled out the following instruments in this particular order: General self-esteem 
(Rosenberg, 1965; French adaptation Vallieres & Vallerand, 1990); Locus of control 
(Rotter, 1966; French adaptation Maillet, 1973); STAXI-2 (Spielberger, 1988; French 
adaptation Laughrea, Beanger, & Wright, 1996); General belief in a just world (Dalbert, 
Montada, & Schmitt, 1987; Dalbert, 1999); Sensitivity to befallen injustice (Mohiyeddini & 
Schmitt, 1997); Human values (Schwartz, 1992); NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992; 
French adaptation Rolland, Parker, & Stumpf, 1998). In Study 2 and Study 3 we added the 
following two instruments: Individual differences in social comparison (Gibbons & Buunk, 
1999; French adaptation Michinov & Michinov, 2001); and the PRIME-MD (Spitzer, 
Williams, Kroenke, Linzer, deGruy, Hahn, Brody, & Johnson, 1994).    
 
At the end of the questionnaire session, the participants were informed who their partners 
for the experimental session would be, and each pair was asked to sign up for a time slot 
that suited both of their schedules.   
 
The experimental phase: The experimental session took place in a university laboratory.  
One room contained a round table (120 cm in diameter) with two chairs on opposite sides. A 
wooden barrier 70 cm wide x 70 cm high was posed in the middle of the table. The barrier 
was composed of two boards, each 35 cm high. When both boards were up, the participants 
could not see each other; when the top board was taken away, the participants could have 
eye contact over the 35 cm high bottom board. A small camera (Sony EVI-D31) was placed 
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on a shelf among other equipment on the side of the room so that it would easily be 
forgotten once the experiment started. An ambient microphone (Sennheiser MKE-212P) 
was fixed to the ceiling. A second room contained a mixing table (Panasonic VJ-AVE 5), a 
video recorder (Panasonic AG 733), and a TV screen (Sony Trinitron), so that the E could 
observe and record the behaviors of the participants during parts of the experiment. Figure 
2.3 below shows the general laboratory setup. 
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Figure 2.3: Laboratory setup for the experimental phase 
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Each pair of participants came separately to the laboratory and the two individuals were 
seated on opposite sides of the round table with the wooden barrier in the middle half way 
up. The participants were informed that there would be two phases to the session. In Study 
1, the first phase consisted of a relationship-building procedure in which the participants 
were encouraged to get to know each other better. In Study 2 and Study 3, the first phase 
required participants to take an individual intelligence test, presumably to ensure that they 
had sufficient intellectual capacity for the task. The second phase for all three studies 
involved a 15-minute problem-solving task, which was presented as a social intelligence 
test. Before and after each phase, the participants were informed that they would be asked to 
fill out questionnaires concerning their cognitive appraisals, attributions, and emotions. 
Participants were warned that certain questions would be asked several times throughout the 
session, because it was known that thoughts and feelings changed continuously and we were 
interested in their experiences at different moments. In addition, participants were reminded 
that their questionnaire responses were anonymous and would never be revealed to their 
partners. Finally, they were informed that they would be filmed during parts of the session. 
The E answered any questions or concerns the students may have had, and then asked the 
students to fill out an informed consent form (Appendix 2). 
 
Once the students had filled out and signed the consent form, the E read the cover story, 
which established the overall context of the experimental phase (Appendix 3). In essence, 
the students were told that they had been selected to represent the psychology department in 
a large study designed to measure the social intelligence of students from different 
universities and departments in Switzerland. The purpose of the study was to determine if 
some types of persons (based on personality) or some university departments (psychology, 
medicine, law, business) were more socially intelligent than others. Because social 
intelligence had become important for employment success in so many different 
professional contexts – and including psychology – the results of the study could have some 
real consequences for the professional future of students. The students were therefore asked 
to take the social intelligence test within this session very seriously because the future and 
reputation of psychology was at stake.  In addition, they were informed that only those pairs 
of students that performed well on the test would qualify for the feedback session 
concerning their personality.   
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Once the general context had been established, the students were either asked to either 
engage in the relationship-building procedure (Study 1) or to take the individual intelligence 
test (Study 2 and Study 3) before taking the actual social intelligence test. At this time, the 
second part of the barrier was put in place so that participants would no longer have eye 
contact. 
 
Relationship-Building Procedure.  This procedure, included to create a relationship between 
the two participants, was only used in the first study and will therefore be described in detail 
in the Method section of Study 1.  
 
Individual Intelligence Test. In Study 2 and Study 3, the relationship-building procedure 
was replaced by an individual intelligence test. In essence, this step was included to give the 
participants added confidence in their ability to perform well in the social intelligence test 
described below. We will describe this test and the justifications in the Method section of 
Study 2.  
 
Social Intelligence Test. The social intelligence test was the key element in the emotion 
induction procedure and was almost identical in all three studies. It will therefore be 
described in detail. The students received the instructions for the test orally and to insure 
that all students received exactly the same information, the social intelligence test 
instructions were read (see Appendix 4 for the exact instructions). The most important 
points were also summarized as bullet points so that participants could follow and refer to 
the instructions throughout the test (Appendix 5). After making sure the participants 
understood the task, the E gave the students a first appraisal and emotion questionnaire. 
Once they had completed the questionnaire, the E left the room and gave the participants 15 
minutes to do the test. 
 
The problem we chose for this phase was meant to allow two people to work together and 
experience frustration and failure for ambiguous reasons. Each person was given the same 
set of colorful, three-dimensional geometric blocks and a geometric form drawn on white 
paper. The task was to fill in the white geometric form with the wooded blocks in such a 
way that all the blocks were used and there was no more white space in the form (similar to 
a three-dimensional puzzle). Participants were told that there were four possible solutions to 
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the problem, but because this was a social and not an individual intelligence test, their score 
would depend on the number of blocks they could both place correctly in exactly the same 
way within the 15 minutes. Throughout this task, the participants sat behind a barrier so that 
they could speak to each other (as if they were on the telephone), but could not see each 
other. They were led to believe that the barrier was there in order to simulate the 
“contemporary” context of work, in which persons were frequently asked to cooperate 
across long-distance telephone lines. The conversation to solve the task consisted of 
information such as “I suggest we take the red triangle and place it in the right left, hand 
corner of the form”;  “Should we place the yellow square in an upright position or on its 
side?”   
 
The task was constructed in such a way as to always produce a goal-obstructive outcome. 
First, it looked easy because the white geometric form was relatively uncomplicated and the 
wooden blocs were of the kind that children use. In addition, participants were told that all 
men and women over the age of 14 with normal intelligence could solve the puzzle on their 
own in 15 minutes. In reality, however, the puzzle shapes were very slightly different and 
the two participants always came to a point where they could no longer place the blocs in 
the same way (Appendix 6 shows the two puzzle shapes given to participants). For example, 
one participant would ask his or her collaborator to place a yellow square in the right hand 
corner and the other would respond that he or she did not have enough space in the form to 
place this object. Because the participants could not see each other’s work, we anticipated 
that this moment would be crucial for attribution processes and that participants could either 
question themselves concerning the possible error (internal attribution), their partner 
(external attribution), or other external factors (the experimenter, the test). Finally, the task 
had a 15-minute time limit in order to create a sense of urgency and stress. The time limit 
was just long enough to allow the two participants to arrive at a moment of goal obstruction, 
but not long enough for the successful resolution of the task conflict. 
 
The participants were filmed during the test and the E sat in the second room observing the 
interaction. After the 15-minute test period, the E came back into the room and asked each 
person to fill out a distractor test (the D2 by Brickenkamp, 1999), while pretending to score 
the social intelligence test. During the time the participants were still absorbed in the 
distracter task, the blocks and forms were quickly removed from the table. In this way, the 
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participants never saw what their partners had done during the test, and could not notice that 
the shapes were slightly different. Finally, participants were shown a correct solution to one 
of the puzzles to demonstrate that the task was possible (see Appendix 7 for the solutions).    
 
Participants were asked to fill out a second appraisal and emotion questionnaire while the E 
left the room to presumably calculate the test scores. Once the participants completed their 
second questionnaire, they were given their test scores in the form of a color printout 
showing a graph in which participants combined score was apparently very low, worse than 
the majority of people, most of whom had already received good scores. These scores were 
rankings, with everyone who had taken the test in Switzerland (approximately 350 persons), 
as the reference group (Appendix 8). Finally, participants were asked to complete a third 
appraisal and emotion questionnaire as well as a manipulation check questionnaire.    
 
At the end of the session, all participants were thoroughly debriefed as to the actual purpose 
of the study and asked not to discuss the experiment with anyone else. All were invited to 
participate in the workshop on communication and emotional intelligence at work and to 
receive feedback on their personality. 
 
2.2.2 Measures 
 
Scherer’s Component Process Model (CPM; 1984, 1988, 1993, 2001) differentiates five 
emotion components: cognitive component, peripheral efference component, motivational 
component, motor expression component, and a subjective feeling component. Ideally, 
studying emotions from the perspective would entail measures at different levels – 
neurological, physiological, expressive, and self-report. However, for practical reasons, we 
only measured self-report, and therefore the subjective feeling component of emotions.  
 
Most appraisal researchers use self-report questionnaires to measure appraisal and emotions 
(Schorr, 2001). “Although in principle we can measure the objective underpinnings of 
emotional experience as far as physiological changes and expressive behavior are 
concerned, self-report is our only access to motivational changes and action tendencies as 
well as the subjective feeling state” (Wallbott & Scherer, 1989, pp. 57). Of course, appraisal 
processes are thought to occur on different levels of consciousness and awareness 
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(Leventhal & Scherer, 1987) and self-report only allows researchers to access those 
appraisal processes and emotional experiences participants are able to access at a conscious 
level and willing to report. However, despite limitations and problems with memory 
retrieval, response bias, social desirability, and other difficulties, understanding conscious 
self-reported information provides valuable information concerning appraisal processes and 
experienced emotions (Ellsworth, 1995; for reviews concerning the methodological aspects 
of emotion and appraisal measurement, see Wallbott & Scherer, 1989; the debate 
concerning measurement issues in self-reported appraisal questionnaires and emotions has 
been treated extensively by Schorr, 2001). 
  
We measured cognitive evaluation and emotions four times in Study 1 and three times in 
Study 2 and Study 3.  The first questionnaire (T1) generally served as a pre-appraisal of the 
situation, assessing the individual's expectations and the goal relevance of the task as well as 
the emotional state of the individual before beginning the social intelligence test. The 
second questionnaire (T2) assessed appraisal and attribution processes and emotions 
engendered by the social intelligence test. The third questionnaire (T3) assessed the 
participant’s cognitive appraisal and attribution and emotions concerning the poor score on 
the social intelligence test. In Study 1 there was an additional questionnaire (T0) because we 
assessed first impressions of the interaction partner and emotions before the relationship-
building task. The appraisal and emotion questionnaires used in Study 1, Study 2, and Study 
3 can be found in Appendix 9, 10, and 11, respectively. Appendix 12 contains a table with 
the variables found in these questionnaires, and allows for an overview concerning the 
similarities and differences between the three studies.  
 
Each appraisal research team uses its own scales to measure appraisal, based upon the 
underlying structure of the theory being tested. Researchers examining Scherer’s model 
primarily use single item appraisal questionnaires (Schorr, 2001) and although we included 
questions concerning all appraisal dimensions for exploratory purposes, we will only focus 
on the appraisal dimensions important for our purposes – namely personal implication or 
goal relevance, goal obstruction, and causal attribution. 
 
Goal relevance and implication: According to Lazarus (1991) and Scherer (2001), personal 
implication and goal relevance are important pre-requisites for emotion generation. As a 
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first step, manipulation check questions therefore measured if the cover story and task were 
sufficiently motivating for the participants. More specifically, we included the questions 
“How important is it for you to receive a good score on this test (T1 and T2), and “Did you 
give your best effort in this task?” (T2 and T3). We also measured the participants 
perception of the effort furnished by the interaction partner at T2 and T3 with the question 
“Do you feel that your partner gave his / her best effort in this task.”   
 
Goal obstruction: As stated above, the task was constructed in such a way as to always 
produce a goal-obstructive outcome. Because none of the participants was able to solve the 
puzzle and they were all given a low score on the task, we therefore assumed that they 
would also experience the situation as obstructive (especially if they stated that it was 
important for them to do well on the test). In addition, the experimenter watched the 
participants during the social intelligence task on the video to insure that they would arrive 
at a point of disagreement and conflict concerning correct placement of the blocks. Finally, 
we asked participants: “How stressful did you perceive the test to be?” at T2 as a subjective 
indication of goal-obstruction. This question was also included because Caspi and Mofit 
(1993) found that personality traits would come out stronger when individuals are under 
stress because they tend to control their behavior less and are therefore more spontaneous in 
their responses. 
 
Causal attribution check: All appraisal questions were tested in Study 1, after which some 
transformations were made. Study 2 and Study 3 used the same questions. The five 
questions regularly used by Scherer and his collaborators to measure causal attributions: 
“cause: self”, “cause: self-intentional”, “cause: partner”, “cause: partner intentional”, and 
“cause: chance” were the most important for our research. In addition, we added several 
questions in different answer formats for exploratory purposes. The Table 2.3 below 
describes those causal attribution questions that were used in all three studies. Other 
exploratory questions will be described within each study.  
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Table 2.3: Most important attribution questions for the three studies 
 
Nr. Variable Name¹ Concept measured Description of the question 
1. Cause: self (2,3) Internal causal attribution 
2. Cause: self intentional (2,3) Self-blame 
3. Cause: partner (2,3) 
External causal 
attribution towards 
the partner 
4. Cause: partner intentional (2,3) 
Blaming the 
partner 
5. Cause: chance (2,3) 
External causal 
attribution towards 
chance 
Single item questions concerning the cause of the 
performance with a 9-point scale ranging from 
“not at all” to “very much”.  The higher the score, 
the more the particular item is being endorsed. 
6. Better performance with another (2,3) 
Indirect measure 
of blaming the 
partner 
This question asked participants if they would 
have performed better with another person. The 
higher the score on this 9-point scale, the more 
the respondents believe that they would indeed 
have performed better with another person  
7. Responsibility: self vs. partner (2,3) 
Degree of 
responsibility 
being attributed to 
the self vs. to the 
partner 
This question asked participants who was most 
responsible for the poor score they would receive 
(at T2) or that they had received (at T3).  Rating 
were made on a nine-point bipolar scale on which 
1= the self and 9 = the partner. The higher the 
scores on these questions, the more responsibility 
is being attributed to the partner. 
 Note. ¹ The actual questions corresponding to the variable names can be found in Appendix 12. The number in 
parentheses indicates at which measurement point(s) the question is included (0 = T0, 1= T2, 2=T3, 3= 
T3). 
 
Emotions: The participants were asked to list spontaneously the emotions they had 
experienced during the interaction and after they were given the low score on the test. In 
addition, emotions terms were presented to the participants on a nine-point rating scale 
(Smith & Lazarus, 1993) at the end of each appraisal questionnaire. The order of the 
emotions was always the same. In Study 1, seventeen emotion terms were presented to 
participants. The emotion labels stress and disappointment were added to the list for Study 2 
and Study 3, after a majority of participants reported these spontaneously in Study 1. Table 
2.4 lists the emotion labels chosen for the experiment and their justifications. 
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Table 2.4: Emotion labels chosen for the experiment 
   
 Emotion labels Justification 
Hypothesized emotions Anger, Irritation, Contempt, 
Frustration 
“Anger emotions”. Anger, irritation 
and contempt are emotions with an 
external object, or “other directed” 
emotions (e.g., Averill, 1982; Lazarus, 
1991; Scherer, 2001; Smith & 
Ellsworth, 1985). The term frustration 
was included based on results by 
Russell & Fehr (1994).  
 Guilt, Embarrassment, Shame “Internal emotions”. Emotions with an 
internal object (Weiner, 1986; Scherer 
2001) also called “self-directed” or 
“self-conscious” emotions (Lewis & 
Haviland, 1993; Haidt, 2003; Tangney 
& Fischer, 1995). 
 Sadness Emotion often reported by “Internals” 
according to ASQ research (Cheng, 
2001). 
 Happiness, Hope, Satisfaction Positive emotions. 
Anxiety, Arousal, Nervousness Stress and arousal emotions. Caspi & 
Mofit (1993) found that personality 
traits might come out stronger when 
individuals are under stress because 
they tend to control their behavior less 
and are therefore more spontaneous in 
their responses. These questions 
therefore also served as manipulation-
check questions of our procedure. 
Surprise, Disgust, Fear Other basic emotions (Ekman, 1992) 
added so that participants would not 
know which emotions we were 
hypothesizing. 
Other emotions 
Disappointment, Stress  Added to Study 2 and Study 3 based 
upon high spontaneous reporting of 
these emotions in Study 1.  Stress was 
included in the stress and arousal 
question above.  
 
 
Manipulation-check questions: To determine if participants had guessed the real purpose of 
the experiment, we asked them to state in their own words the purpose of the study. We also 
asked them if the camera had influenced them throughout the experiment (see Appendix 13 
for the manipulation check questions). 
 
2.2.3 Level of analysis 
 
Our procedure and the variables measured would have made this research particularly 
interesting to examine person perception at the dyadic level (e.g., Kenny, 1994). However, 
because the relationship between personality, appraisal and attribution processes, and 
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emotions is already very complex, we will only be conducting analyses at the individual 
level (i.e., comparing Internals and Externals, irregardless of whom they were paired with).  
In addition, we tried to organize the personality pairings in such a way that much of the 
variability introduced at the dyadic level should be relatively counterbalanced (see Table 
2.5).   
 
 
Table 2.5: Personality pair configurations 
 
 External - 
external 
Internal-
internal 
External - 
internal 
Total number of 
participant pairs 
Study 1 5 4 11 20 
Study 2 4 4 17 25 
Study 3 6 6 8 20 
Total number of pairs 15 14 36 65 
 
 
2.3 Conclusion 
 
This chapter described the overall design and methods for the research.  In the next chapters, 
we will discuss separately each of the three studies conducted within this general 
framework.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 
3 FIRST EXPERIMENT 
 
 
3.1 Overview 
 
The purpose of this first study was to determine if explanatory style as measured by the 
ASQ could explain systematic differences in appraisal and emotions. In addition, we tested 
the feasibility of the experimental setting for the research questions to insure that 1.) the 
overall cover story and the nature of the social intelligence test was believable and 
motivated participants to really get involved; 2.) the social intelligence test situation was 
stressful enough to stimulate causal search; and 3.) anger emotions would be reported.  
 
Besides testing the basic parameters of the induction method, we wanted to create a 
relationship between the two participants. Indeed, authors such as Averill (1982) have 
suggested that individuals are more likely to become angry with someone when they have a 
relationship. However, because we selected participants based upon extreme scores on the 
ASQ, finding individuals with a real relationship would have been difficult. We were 
therefore inspired by a procedure to induce interpersonal closeness experimentally (Aron, 
Melinat, Aron, Vallone, & Bator, 1997). Specifically, Aron et al. (1997) devised a getting to 
know each other procedure in which two persons engage in a 45-minute structured 
interaction based on a series of questions. The questions start out quite general (e.g., What is 
your name?  Where do you come from?) and become ever more intimate (e.g., What do you 
regret most in your life? What does friendship mean to you?). Aron et al. (1997) found that 
this procedure could create enough closeness between persons to study some variables 
concerning interpersonal relationships. We therefore conducted a pilot study to test the 
procedure and adapted it for our study. 
 
Finally, we were interested in studying the personality – appraisal – emotion relationship 
and to test the partially contradictory predictions made by appraisal / attribution theories and 
optimism literature concerning how attribution style and anger might be related in social 
situations.   
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3.2 Method 
 
The overall method and procedure of Study 1 was similar to the one described in Chapter 2.  
Only those elements unique to this study will therefore be mentioned in the following 
section.  
 
3.2.1 Recruitment and participants 
 
109 students filled out the ASQ during class time. The mean score on the ASQ (CoNeg) was 
69.9 with a standard deviation of 11.29 and participants who had scores of 80 or above 
(Internals) and 60 and below (Externals) were retained. The study was introduced during 
class time two weeks later, and the codes and dates of birth of all potential participants was 
passed around the lecture room to give those students who were on the list the possibility to 
sign up. 
 
Thirty-seven students originally signed up for the study. However, in order to have enough 
participants, we also recruited two students with a score of 61 and one with a score of 63 on 
the ASQ (CoNeg). In total, therefore, 40 participants (6 males and 34 females) took part in 
the study; 19 Internals (Range of scores = 80-103; M = 87, SD= 6.2) and 21 Externals 
(Range of scores = 43-63; M = 56.9, SD 4.85). The students ranged from 19 to 36 years of 
age (M = 22.3, SD = 4.28). 
 
3.2.2 Procedure  
 
Questionnaire phase: The participants came to one of two sessions organized in a seminar 
room at the university to fill out the acquaintanceship and personality questionnaires already 
listed in Chapter 2. During this session, participants were also randomly paired with a same 
sex participant whom they did not know, and were asked to sign up for the experimental 
session at a time that suited both of their schedules.   
 
Experimental phase: As explained in Chapter 2, each pair of students came separately to the 
laboratory to take part in the social intelligence test. A unique aspect of this first study, 
however, was the relationship-building procedure.   
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Relationship-building procedure. After the general context of the research had been 
described and the participants had signed the consent form, the second part of the barrier 
was put up in order to obstruct all eye contact between the participants. The experimenter 
(“E”) then gave the students the relationship-building questions (see Appendix 14 for the 
questions) and read them the following instructions: “When we work with other persons by 
telephone, by fax or by e-mail – even across large distances – we often wish to know who 
we are dealing with. This is particularly true when we work on complex problems or when 
we frequently work with the same person. Consequently, professionals also pose each other 
questions of a more private nature during their telephone conversations so as to get to know 
each other and sometime in the hope of being able to work together more efficiently and 
effectively. Some individuals even find that it is much easier to communicate with someone 
through these new forms of communication (telephone, fax, e-mail) than discussing with 
someone face-to-face.”   
 
The E explained that in preparation for the social intelligence test, the participants would 
have 20 minutes to interact as though they were on the telephone. To make the interaction 
more efficient, however, they were requested to rely on series of questions designed to help 
strangers get to know each other in a relatively short time. In addition, they were asked to 
take turns asking each other the questions in the order they were presented on the instruction 
sheet. The E made sure that the participants understood the procedure and then gave them a 
short questionnaire to measure first impressions of the interaction partner and emotions 
(Appendix 15). The participants were then left alone in the experiment room and interacted 
for twenty minutes while the E sat in the second room and filmed and observed the 
participants (to make sure the instructions were being followed and that no problems arose). 
After twenty minutes, the E interrupted the conversation and gave the participants a second 
partner perception questionnaire (Appendix 16). 
 
Social intelligence test: The social intelligence test was introduced and carried out as 
described in Chapter 2.   
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3.3 Overview of the measures and predictions 
 
The participants filled out questionnaires at four different moments during the experiment:  
T0: before the relationship-building procedure; T1: after the relationship-building paradigm 
and in anticipation of the social intelligence test; T2: after the social intelligence test; and 
T3: after receiving the poor score on the test. These questionnaires included manipulation 
check and implication questions, as well as the 17 emotions on a nine-point rating scale 
already described in Chapter 2. The following section will describe the specific predictions 
for this study and the items used to measure them. Appendix 17 also contains a list of 
variables included for exploratory purposes. 
  
3.3.1 Relationship-building questions 
 
In order to determine if the relationship-building procedure had been successful, participants 
received a series of questions at T0 and T1. These questions included the items from the 
Rubin Liking Scale (Rubin, 1970) as well as six additional items we especially created for 
the experiment. The Rubin Liking Scale is one of the few validated relationship quality 
questionnaires (Sternberg, 1997) and is comprised of 13 questions, which participants rate 
on scales of 1 (not at all true; disagree completely) to 9 (definitely true; agree completely).  
The questionnaire was translated into French by a native French-speaking research assistant 
with very good knowledge of English and then back translated into English by a native 
English-speaking research assistant with very good knowledge of French. The following 
two items from the original scale were not included: 1.) When I am with___, we are almost 
always in the same mood: and 2.) I think that ____ is unusually well adjusted.  The first 
question did not make sense in the present context because more than one meeting would 
have been necessary to answer the question. The concept of “being well adjusted” is very 
particular to American culture and has no equivalent in French. Finally, because the Rubin 
scale was relatively old, and we did not know if the French translation would adequately 
capture partner perception and liking in the present cultural context, we created six new 
questions for exploratory purposes. 
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3.3.2 Hypotheses 
 
1.) According to many emotion theorists (e.g., Folkman & Lazarus, 1985), appraisal and 
resulting emotions are processes that will vary with both the situation and the individual.  
Indeed, similar situations – such as a frustrating achievement context, or receiving a low 
score on an important test – probably would be evaluated in similar ways by many types of 
individuals and thus engender rather similar emotions. We therefore expected Internals and 
Externals to have rather similar emotion patterns across measurement points. In other 
words, because the experiment had four measurement points concerning different and 
distinct situations, we predicted a main effect of measurement point on emotions.  
Personality, on the other hand, should partially account for systematic appraisal and emotion 
differences within a particular measurement point. In particular, Internals and Externals 
were not expected to report significantly different emotions at T1 because these measures 
served primarily as baselines. We did expect significant differences at T2, after the social 
intelligence test, and at T3, after the reception of the low score, because these situations 
were created to stimulate causal search and negative emotions.   
 
2.) Explanatory style has been defined as a generalized appraisal tendency across situations. 
Based upon the literature review, we therefore predicted that Externals would be 
significantly more likely to make external attributions than Internals at T2 and T3, and that 
Internals would make significantly more internal attributions than Externals at T2 and T3.  
We also wished to explore if external attributions would be made towards the other person 
or towards other things. The Table 3.1 below summarizes the questions and predictions. In 
addition to the questions already described in Chapter 2, we added a three-part exploratory 
question (Responsible: self, Responsible: partner, Responsible: external). This exploratory 
question asked participants to distribute 100 points between the partner, the self, and other 
external forces concerning their degree of responsibility: “If you could distribute 100 points 
between your partner, yourself, and other external factors (which you need to specify), to 
indicate the responsibility of each party for the results on this test, how would you do this?”  
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Table 3.1:  Personality and causal attribution predictions 
  
Variable Name ¹ Prediction ²
Variables for Internal Attribution  
Cause: self (2,3)* Internals ↑ 
Cause: self intentional (2,3)* Internals ↑ 
Responsible: self (2,3) **** Internals ↑ 
Variables for External « Partner » Attributions  
Cause: partner (2,3)* Externals ↑ 
Cause: partner intentional (2,3)* Externals ↑ 
Responsibility: self vs. partner (2, 3)** Externals ↑ 
Better performance with another (2,3)*** Externals ↑  
Responsible: partner (2,3) **** Externals ↑ 
Variables for External « Other » Attributions  
Cause: chance (2,3)* Externals ↑ 
Responsible: external (2,3) **** Externals ↑ 
  
Note. ¹ The actual questions corresponding to the variable names can be found in Appendix 12. The 
number in parentheses indicates the measurement points during which the questions were posed (0 = 
T0, 1= T1, 2=T2, 3= T3). 
² This column indicates whether Internals are expected to have a significantly higher score than 
Externals on a particular question (or vice versa) 
* Single item questions with a 9-point scale ranging from “not at all” to “very much”.  The higher 
the score, the more this item is being endorsed.  
** Nine-point variable where a score of 1= the self and a score of 9 = the partner. The higher the 
score on these questions, the more responsibility is being attributed to the partner.   
*** The higher the score on this 9-point scale, the more the respondents believe that they could have 
performed better with another person (i.e., an indirect measure of blaming the partner) 
**** These exploratory questions asked participants to distribute 100 points between the partner, the 
self, and other external forces concerning each party’s degree of responsibility.   
 
3.) Anger, irritation, frustration, and contempt are generally considered to be other-directed 
emotions (e.g., Averill, 1982; Scherer, 2001) and shame, guilt, and embarrassment self-
directed or self-conscious emotions (e.g., Lewis & Haviland, 1993; Haidt, 2003; Roseman, 
2001; Scherer, 2001; Tangney & Fischer, 1995). Based on our literature review, we 
predicted that Externals would report more other-directed emotions than Internals and that 
Internals would report more self-directed or self-conscious emotions than Externals at T2 
and T3.     
 
4.) We predicted that the relationships between attribution style and particular emotions 
would be mediated by specific causal attributions. In particular, we predicted that Externals 
making external attributions would report more other-directed emotions and that Internals 
making internal attributions would report more self-directed emotions at T2 and T3.  
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3.4 Results 
 
3.4.1 Overview of analyses 
 
The analyses will be presented in a series of steps. First, the accuracy and normality of the 
dependent variables will be examined. Second, the manipulation check and implication 
questions will be analyzed to inspect if the experimental procedure was taken seriously by 
the participants and considered to be stressful. The success of the relationship-building 
procedure will also be determined. Third, we will check if the experimental procedure was 
able to induce emotions, by examining if measurement point had a main effect on emotion.  
Fourth, we will examine systematic differences between Internals and Externals concerning 
the predicted emotions and attributions at T2 and T3.   
 
3.4.2 Preliminary analyses 
 
Dependent variables were examined through various SPSS programs in order to check for 
accuracy of data and missing values. We searched for univariate outliers by examining z-
scores and identified variables with scores over 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  
Interestingly, 37 negative emotions out of 64 possible emotions across the four measurement 
points had scores that fell into this range. We therefore examined the emotion variables 
carefully, by visually inspecting distributions, and analyzing normality using both skewness 
and Kurtosis indicators. Appendix 18 lists all emotion variables ordered in terms of 
skewness and Kurtois. These results show that positive emotions were relatively normal in 
their distribution or slightly positively skewed. The more negative the emotion terms, 
however, the more these variables were positively skewed. This could be due partially to 
social desirability and the unwillingness of participants to report strong, negative emotions. 
More likely, however, this type of variable distribution is normal for an experimental 
situation in which very strong, negative emotions would rarely be experienced or reported5.  
We then looked for consistent high or low respondents by examining boxplots of the 
variables. Although this inspection showed that some participants 6 reported more negative 
emotions than others, we could find no indication that these were unrealistic scores. On the 
                                                 
5 Although emotion theorist would like to have normally distributed negative emotions, there are many ethical 
ramifications if the induction of emotions such as anger of fear is too powerful.    
6 In particular, one External (Number 14, a male) and two Internals (Number 22 and 40, both females) were 
responsible for several outlying variables within negative emotions.  
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contrary, it seemed very reasonable to expect some participants to experience more negative 
emotions or stronger negative emotions than others in this type of situation. Because we 
were interested in understanding individual differences, we therefore decided not to 
eliminate these participants. 
 
3.4.3 Manipulation check questions and implication 
 
The second step was to insure that individuals had been sufficiently motivated and 
implicated in the task and did not guess the real purpose of the experiment. The responses to 
the manipulation check questions, in which we asked participants to describe in their own 
words the purpose of the study, confirmed that the students generally believed the cover 
story and did not guess the real aims of the research. In addition, participants thought it was 
important to do well on the task and reported giving their best effort, because all means on 
these questions were at least above 5 on a 9-point scale and many were much higher (Table 
3.2 below shows the means and standard deviations of all implication and manipulation 
check question). For example, before the task, 90% of participants gave a rating of 5 or 
above (on a scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 9 = very important) on the question “How 
important is it for you to receive a good result on this test”). After the task, 77.5% of 
participants gave a rating of 5 or above on this same question. In addition, 97.5 % of 
participants gave a rating of 5 or above (scale ranging from 1 = no effort to 9 = very best 
effort) on the question “Do you feel you gave your best effort on this task” which was asked 
after the task. Finally, most participants had perceived the social intelligence test to be 
stressful, with 80 % of  the participants rating the stress level at 5 or above.  
 
Table 3.2: Means and standard deviations of all manipulation check and implication 
variables 
 Overall Internals Externals 
Variable Name M SD M SD M SD 
Importance: self (1) 6.00 1.49 6.00 1.52 6.00 1.49 
Importance: partner (1) 5.80 1.24 5.71 1.10 5.89 1.41 
Importance: self (2) 5.48 1.97 5.81 1.54 5.11 2.35 
Effort: self (2) 7.98 1.39 8.05 1.02 7.89 1.73 
Effort: partner (2) 8.13 1.20 8.19 0.93 8.05 1.47 
Effort: self (3) 7.43 2.17 7.10 2.14 7.79 2.20 
Effort: partner (3) 7.70 1.70 7.43 1.50 8.00 1.89 
Test perceived as stressful (2) 5.60 1.93 5.48 1.50 5.74 2.35 
Note. All means and standard deviations are based upon raw scores.  All variables were rated on 
a nine-point scale. 
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Independent T-tests were conducted to determine if there were any significant differences 
between Internals and Externals or between male and female participants in the level of 
implication, effort, or perception of stress. We found no such differences. We interpreted 
these combined results to mean that our experimental situation was successful in inducing 
the most important prerequisites for engendering emotions (goal relevance and implication) 
and for allowing individual differences to emerge (stress).   
 
3.4.4 Relationship-building paradigm 
 
The next step was to determine if the relationship-building paradigm had been successful. 
We first conducted standardized alpha analyses on the exploratory relationship quality 
questions (6 items) and the Rubin liking scale (11 items) separately. Because both alphas 
were very high, we decided to put together the questions and to create a total relationship 
quality questionnaire (TRQ, 17 items; see Table 3.3 for all standard deviations and 
standardized alpha values). We then conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with two 
between-subject factors (attribution style and gender) to test differences in the TRQ scores 
between T0 and T1. Overall, we found that the relationship-building paradigm had been 
successful (F(1, 38) = 72.069, p < .000.7, η² = .334). There was no interaction effect with 
attribution style. However, the six males participants were generally less influenced by the 
relationship building than the female participants (F(1, 36) = 7.951, p < .01, η² = .181). 
There were no three-way interaction effects. These results indicate that the relationship-
building was equally successful in inducing some relationship-like qualities in both Internals 
and Externals, albeit somewhat more successful for females than for males.  
 
Table 3.3: Means, standard deviations, and standardized alphas of the relationship 
questions 
Variables  Mean SD 
Standardized 
alphas 
Exploratory questions (6 items)  Pre-test 5.77 1.23 .8495 
 Post-test 6.90 1.31 . 8925 
Rubin liking scale (11 items) Pre-test 4.98 1.26 .9245 
 Post-test 5.95 1.40 .9326 
Total Relationship Quality Questionnaire  Pre-test 5.26 1.17 .9384 
(TRQ, 17 items) Post-test 6.28 1.33 .9555 
Note.   All analyses based on raw scores 
 
                                                 
7 Unless stated otherwise, we will always report Pillai’s trace result, as recommended by Olson (1976).   
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3.4.5 Testing the hypotheses 
 
Emotions 
 
As a next step we examined if the experimental situation was able to induce emotions.  
First, we checked if the procedure had induced different emotions across the four 
measurement points. Second, we checked if Externals or Internals were generally prone to 
report particular emotions across the situations. Finally, we were interested in interaction 
effects. To examine these questions, we conducted separate within-subject repeated-measure 
ANOVAs for each emotion8 across the four measurement points with attribution style as a 
between-subject factor9. Table 3.4 gives the means and standard deviations of all emotions 
at each measurement point. Table 3.5 presents the within and between-subject effects for 
each emotion, reporting the F value and the η² effect size. Table 3.6 presents the within-
subject contrasts. Finally, Table 3.7 gives the means of the emotions at each measurement 
point for the two attribution style groups. Based on the results presented in these four 
Tables, we will first interpret the within-subject main effects, then the between-subject main 
effects, and finally the within-subject interaction effects.  
 
Table 3.4: Means and standard deviations of all emotions at each measurement point 
 
Measurement 
point T0 T1 T2 T3 
Emotion M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Anger 1.23 0.73 1.15 0.80 1.65 1.25 1.78 1.42 
Irritation 1.65 1.53 1.18 0.71 2.58 2.25 2.10 1.88 
Frustration 1.25 0.84 1.30 1.18 3.43 2.82 2.93 2.16 
Contempt 1.08 0.35 1.00 0.00 1.05 0.32 1.05 0.32 
Shame 1.20 0.61 1.18 0.59 1.43 1.47 1.58 1.08 
Guilt 1.23 0.58 1.15 0.53 1.45 0.99 1.58 1.11 
Embarrassment 2.63 1.94 1.70 1.71 2.18 1.78 1.83 1.15 
Sadness 1.58 1.26 1.18 0.50 1.28 0.64 2.13 1.79 
Joy 4.55 1.80 4.15 1.96 3.43 1.88 2.80 2.16 
Satisfaction 3.73 2.30 3.20 1.95 2.68 1.73 1.80 1.24 
Hope 4.25 2.77 3.75 2.52 3.53 2.20 2.48 2.35 
Aroused 3.50 2.20 3.58 2.24 3.50 2.21 1.45 0.99 
Nervous 3.15 2.24 3.28 2.43 3.53 2.39 1.50 1.22 
Anxiety 2.63 1.93 2.95 2.28 2.30 2.05 1.45 1.43 
Fear 2.35 1.75 2.38 1.81 1.93 1.53 1.25 0.93 
Surprise 2.10 1.45 2.58 1.89 2.30 1.86 2.10 1.84 
Disgust 1.08 0.35 1.00 0.00 1.10 0.38 1.58 1.17 
Note. All means and standard deviations are based on raw scores. 1 = did not experience the emotion; 9 = experienced the 
emotion very strongly  
                                                 
8 We eliminated contempt from the analyses, because only two persons reported this emotion. 
9 Because only six males participated in the study, we were not able to include gender as a between-subject 
factor. 
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Table 3.5: Repeated-measure ANOVAs for each emotion 
 
 Within-subject effects Between-subject effects
  Measurement point Measurement point x Attgroup¹ Attgroup¹ 
Emotion Df (Huynh-Feldt)² F η² F η² F (df=1) η² 
        
Anger 2.89 3.796** .091 3.415* .082 2.545 .063 
Irritation 2.538 7.537*** .166 2.058 .051 10.135** .211 
Frustration 2.202 22.287*** .370 1.457 .037 4.519* .106 
Shame 2.070 1.76 .044 .463 .012 3.991 .095 
Guilt 2.454 2.697 .066 .245 .006 1.54 .039 
Embarrass. 2.79 4.583** .108 .496 .013 2.185 .054 
Sadness 1.79 6.025** .137 1.206 .031 2.773 .068 
Joy  2.945 14.734*** .279 2.051 .051 .099 .003 
Satisfaction 2.734 12.682*** .250 .088 .002 .293 .008 
Hope 2.661 9.158*** .194 1.262 .032 2.614 .064 
Aroused 2.849 18.204*** .324 .491 .013 .525 .014 
Nervous 3 16.344*** .301 2.37 .059 5.687* .130 
Anxiety 2.808 11.631*** .234 1.691 .043 3.587 .086 
Fear 2.588 7.987*** .174 .377 .010 .646 .017 
Surprise 3 1.041 .027 4.742** .111 .713 .018 
Disgust 1.356 7.318** .161 .334 .009 .357 .009 
Note. ¹ Attgroup = Attribution style group (Binary variable, 1= Externals; 2= Internals) 
²Because the majority of emotions did not meet the sphericity assumption10,  we report the Huynh-Feldt11 correction for all 
within-subject factors.   
 *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001. 
 
                                                 
10 Mauchley’s test of sphericity was significant for most emotions. 
11 The Greenhouse-Geisser is considered to be too conservative by some authors (Howell, 2002).   
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Table 3.6: Within-subject contrasts for each emotion 
 
 Time Time  x Attgroup¹ 
Measurement 
point 
T0 vs. T1 T1 vs. T2 T2 vs. T3 T0 vs. T1 T1 vs. T2 T2 vs. T3 
 F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) 
Emotion       
Anger  6.197* (.140)   9.957** (.208) 4.959* (.115) 
Irritation 5.501 * (.126) 
24.170*** 
(.389)   
6.959** 
(.155)  
Frustration  28.761*** (.431)     
Shame       
Guilt  5.538* (.127)     
Embarrassment 10.964** (.224) 
7.044** 
(.156)     
Sadness 7.183** (.159)  
8.077** 
(.175)    
Joy  7.943** (.173) 4.119* (.098)  5.224* (.121)  
Satisfaction   9.245** (.196)    
Hope   6.499* (.146)    
Aroused   35.034*** (.480)    
Nervous   37.730*** (.498)  5.537* (.127)  
Anxiety  4.403* (.104) 12.230*** (.243)    
Fear  5.826* (.133) 7.003** (.156)    
Surprise     6.829* (.152)  
Disgust   6.185* (.140)    
Note. ¹ Attgroup = Attribution style group (Binary variable, 1= Externals; 2= Internals); The contrasts for the within subjects 
factors are attgroup: repeated contrast. Only the significant values are presented in the Table. Df=1 for all analyses; 
*p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001. 
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Table 3.7 : Means of all emotion variables per attribution style group 
Measurement point T0 T1 T2 T3 
Group Externals Internals Externals Internals Externals Internals Externals Internals 
Emotions Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Anger  1.14 1.32 1.24 1.05 1.10 2.26 1.76 1.79 
Irritation 1.24 2.11 1.00 1.37 1.67 3.58 1.62 2.63 
Frustration 1.14 1.37 1.00 1.63 2.71 4.21 2.33 3.58 
Contempt 1.10 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.10 1.00 1.10 1.00 
Shame 1.14 1.26 1.00 1.37 1.24 1.63 1.29 1.89 
Guilt  1.05 1.42 1.05 1.26 1.38 1.53 1.52 1.63 
Embarrassment 2.24 3.05 1.57 1.84 1.95 2.42 1.43 2.26 
Sadness 1.24 1.95 1.05 1.32 1.00 1.58 2.19 2.05 
Joy  4.33 4.79 3.90 4.42 3.76 3.05 2.62 3.00 
Satisfaction 3.57 3.89 3.14 3.26 2.62 2.74 1.62 2.00 
Hope 3.52 5.05 3.05 4.53 3.19 3.89 2.29 2.68 
Aroused 3.24 3.79 3.24 3.95 3.48 3.53 1.43 1.47 
Nervous 2.33 4.05 2.38 4.26 3.33 3.74 1.10 1.95 
Anxiety 1.95 3.37 2.33 3.63 1.95 2.68 1.29 1.63 
Fear  2.10 2.63 2.38 2.37 1.76 2.11 1.10 1.42 
Surprise 1.90 2.32 2.24 2.95 2.86 1.68 2.67 1.47 
Disgust  1.10 1.05 1.00 1.00 1.05 1.16 1.48 1.68 
Note.  The Table with standard deviations can be found in Appendix 19. All means and standard deviations are based on raw scores.(1 = did not 
experience the emotion;   9 = experienced the emotion very strongly).  
 
Within-subject main effect of emotions 
 
According to the repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 3.5, there was a main effect of 
measurement point on all emotions, except for shame, guilt, and surprise. Together with the 
means in Table 3.4 and the within- subject contrasts in Table 3.6 we can determine how and 
when the experimental situation influenced particular emotions. First, between T0 and T1, 
irritation, embarrassment, and sadness decreased significantly. The relationship-building 
situation seemed to relax participants and put them into a better mood. Indeed, the videos of 
the interaction during this time showed that participants generally enjoying the experience 
of sharing information and getting to know each other because there was much laughter and 
smiling and the discussions became ever more fluent and animated. Between T1 and T2, 
anger, irritation, and frustration, but also guilt and embarrassment, increased significantly, 
indicating that the experimental situation was successful in inducing the predicted 
attribution emotions. During this time, joy also decreased significantly, as did anxiety and 
fear. Between T2 and T3, the three positive emotions (joy, satisfaction, and hope) decreased 
significantly, and all the arousal emotions (aroused, nervous, anxiety), as well as fear 
decreased. Only, sadness and disgust increased between T2 and T3.   
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 In summary, positive emotions (joy, hope, and satisfaction) decreased steadily throughout 
the experiment. Given the stressful, ambiguous and frustrating nature of the task and the 
negative scores the participants received, this would be expected. Second, whereas 
participants were relatively anxious and fearful before starting the task, these emotions 
slowly decreased and disappeared almost entirely by T3. According to Scherer (2001) 
anxiety and fear are related to appraisals of low familiarity, low predictability, and low 
power, and before the task individuals would not have known what the test situation would 
contain or demand.  In a similar vein, arousal and nervousness, very high at T0, T1 and T2, 
dropped dramatically at T3. This implies that participants were engaged and aroused 
throughout the induction period. At T3, however, once the results were known and nothing 
more could be done to improve performance, arousal for effort mobilization was longer 
necessary. The increase of sadness and disgust, which are both related to appraisals of very 
high outcome probability, and in the case of sadness to high goal relevance and low control 
and power, gives added weight to this interpretation. The hypothesized attribution emotions, 
and especially the anger emotions, mostly increased between T1 and T2, which is when 
stress and ambiguity and frustration would have been highest and causal search and 
personality effects were predicted to emerge.   
 
Between-subject main effects 
 
Contrary to our predictions, the repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 3.5 shows that 
Internals reported higher mean irritation and frustration than Externals throughout the 
experimental situation. Internals also reported higher mean nervousness than Externals.  
Whether these differences are due to higher intensity between the two groups or because a 
greater number of Internals reported these emotions than Externals can only be determined 
with the more detailed analyses below. We will therefore not interpret these differences any 
further at this point. 
 
Within-subject interaction effects 
 
The repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 3.5 show that there was an overall interaction 
effect between emotion and attribution style for anger and surprise. In order to understand 
the exact nature of these differences, the contrast effects in Table 3.6 and means in Table 3.7 
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need to be consulted. As expected, these results show that there were no group differences 
between T0 and T1. Most of the differences took place between T1 and T2. In particular, 
Internals reported more nervousness than Externals at T1 and also reported a significant 
decrease in joy between T1 and T2 (compared to Externals). In addition,  whereas Externals 
reported an increase in surprise between T2 and T3 (compared to T0 and T1) Internals 
reported a decrease in surprise at T2 and T3 (again compared to T0  and T1). Finally, the 
relationship between attribution style and anger was contrary to our expectations, and the 
three profile plots in Figure 3.1 should provide a useful illustration for the description that 
will follow. 
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Figure 3.1 
Profile plots: 
Mean anger, irritation, and 
frustration reported by 
Internals and Externals per 
measurement point  
Compared to Externals, Internals reported a significant increase in anger and irritation 
between T1 and T2 and a significant decrease in anger between T2 and T3. Although not 
significant, the general trend for frustration is similar. Externals remained fairly steady in 
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the mean level of anger emotions reported. It therefore appears that the increase in anger 
emotions generally found for the participants between T1 and T2 holds true mostly for 
Internals. Because this finding is contrary to our predictions, we will carefully examine the 
appraisal and attribution questions below to see if we can explain it. 
 
Examining differences between groups within each measurement point 
 
We demonstrated that the experimental procedure successfully induced emotions and that 
the hypothesized emotions were most likely to increase between T1 and T2. The remaining 
analyses will look at each measurement point separately, because we expect appraisals and 
the related emotions to refer primarily to a particular situation12 (e.g., T1 = pre-test 
anticipation, T2 = post-test evaluations, and T3 = dealing with the low score on the test). In 
other words, attribution style should influence the appraisal of a particular situation, which 
in turn should influence emotions within that situation.  
 
Differences between Internals and Externals concerning emotions within a particular time 
point were first examined using a series of independent t-tests13. Given the somewhat 
exploratory nature of this first study, and because the participants had 17 emotions to choose 
from, we used a Bonferonni correction to determine significant differences between 
groups14. As predicted, the general pattern of responses between Internals and Externals was 
very similar at T0 and T1 and the major differences between personality groups occurred at 
T2. At that time, Internals reported more anger (t(38) = -3.299, p < .001) and slightly more 
irritation (t(38) = -2.931, p = .006) than Externals and significantly more sadness (t(38) = -
3.171, p < 0.001). At T3, the pattern of responses was again very similar for the two groups.   
 
The preliminary analyses indicated that emotion variables, and especially negative 
emotions, were not normally distributed. In addition, a self-report emotion intensity 
distribution on a scale from 1 to 9 is somewhat artificial, and due to social desirability 
effects, a score of 2 for anger could potentially have as much or more meaning than a score 
of 5 for nervousness.  Based on these considerations, we decided to also conduct chi-square 
analyses on emotions within each measurement point to test if Internals or Externals more 
                                                 
12 Correlations also confirmed that emotions and appraisals were primarily correlated within measurement 
point and not across measurement points.  
13 Because we only had two groups, other posthoc tests were not applicable. 
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frequently reported experiencing the predicted emotions (independent of intensity). All 
emotions were therefore transformed into binary variables15, and 2 (presence or absence of 
emotion) by 2 (Internals vs. Externals) chi-squares were performed on all emotions. Table 
3.8 below indicates the number of Internals and Externals that reported a particular emotion 
at each time point. 
 
 
Table 3.8: Number of Internals and Externals that reported each emotion 
Measurement 
point  T0   T1   T2   T3  
Group E¹ I² Tot³ E I Tot E I Tot E I Tot 
Emotion             
Anger 1 3 4 1 1 2 2 9 11 6 7 13 
Irritation 2 6 8 0 3 3 7 12 19 6 8 14 
Frustration 1 3 4 0 4 4 11 12 23 12 14 26 
Contempt 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 
Shame 1 4 5 0 4 4 2 3 5 5 7 12 
Guilt 1 5 6 1 3 4 4 4 8 6 6 12 
Embarrassment 12 12 24 5 4 9 11 9 20 6 12 18 
Sadness 2 7 9 1 4 5 0 7 7 8 9 17 
Joy  20 18 38 17 16 33 18 11 29 12 12 24 
Satisfaction 14 14 28 12 15 27 15 13 28 9 7 16 
Hope 14 16 30 14 17 31 16 15 31 9 8 17 
Aroused 16 15 31 17 15 32 16 14 30 5 5 10 
Nervous 11 15 26 12 17 29 17 13 30 2 6 8 
Anxiety 9 14 23 10 15 25 7 11 18 3 3 6 
Fear 8 13 21 10 12 22 6 10 16 1 2 3 
Surprise 12 10 22 16 10 26 14 7 21 13 7 20 
Disgust  1 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 3 5 6 11 
Totals 126 157 283 116 140 256 148 152 300 109 119 228 
Note. ¹ E= Externals; ² I = Internals; ³Tot = Total: All emotion variables were transformed into binary variables indicating the 
presence or absence of the emotion. The highlighted squares indicate which emotions were significantly different for the 
two groups. The actual chi-square results can be found in the text. 
 
The chi-square analyses indicated that Internals reported  significantly more sadness (χ² (1, 
40) = 4.269, p < .05) and anxiety (χ² (1, 40) = 3.879, p < .05) at T0; significantly more 
frustration (χ² (1, 40) = 4.912, p < .05), shame (χ² (1, 40) = 4.912, p < .05), nervousness (χ² 
(1, 40) = 5.23, p < .05), and anxiety (χ² (1, 40) = 4.177, p < .05) at T1; significantly more 
anger (χ² (1, 40) = 7.166, p <.01) and sadness (χ² (1, 40) =  9.378, p < .01) at T2; and 
                                                                                                                                                      
14 Bonferroni correction: .05 / 17 = p =.003.   
15 Emotions were originally reported on a scale of 1 (did not experience this emotion) to 9 (experienced this 
emotion very strongly).  To create the binary variable, the variables were recoded so that a score 1 = 0 (did not 
report the emotion) and scores ranging from 2 until 9 were recoded into 1 (reported this emotion).   
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significantly more embarrassment (χ² (1, 40) = 4.821, p < .05) at T3.  Externals on the other 
hand reported significantly more joy (χ² (1, 40) =  3.872, p < .05) at T2 than Internals.   
 
These above results seem to indicate that Internals generally report more negative emotions 
than Externals. We therefore conducted chi-squares analyses to examine the overall number 
of positive and negative emotions reported by Externals and Internals at each time point. 
New variables, representing the mean number of negative and the mean number of positive 
emotions reported at each measurement point, were created and separate chi-squares with 
attribution style were conducted. This analysis showed that Internals reported significantly 
more negative emotions than Externals at T1 (χ² (9) = 18.184, p < .05) but also reported 
more positive emotions than Externals at T1 (χ² (3) = 9.62, p < .05). When including only 
the hypothesized negative emotions (anger, irritation, frustration, contempt, sadness, shame, 
guilt, and embarrassment),  Internals report more negative emotions at  T0 (χ²  (6) =13.41, p 
< .05) and T1 (χ² (4) = 9.45, p < .05) than Externals. Fortunately, there were no significant 
differences at T2 and T3, which is when we predicted specific individual differences 
concerning causal attribution and emotion to emerge. The significant differences between 
groups at T2 and T3 probably cannot only be explained by a general negativity bias for 
Internals. 
 
Examining predicted differences at T2 and T3 
 
We will now turn to a more detailed examination of T2 and T3 where we predicted specific 
differences in attribution and emotions between the two groups. The remaining analyses will 
only focus on the three positive (hope, satisfaction, and joy) and the eight predicted negative 
emotions (anger, irritation, frustration, contempt, sadness, embarrassment, shame, and 
guilt). Because only one person reported contempt, we also decided to eliminate this 
emotion from the analysis. To determine if we could further reduce the emotion variables, 
we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis with Varimax Rotation on the ten retained 
emotions at T2 and at T3.  We expected three factors to emerge: the three positive emotions, 
the three other-directed emotions (anger, irritation, frustration), and the three self-directed 
emotions (shame, guilt, embarrassment). Although we expected that sadness would also 
load with the three self-directed emotions, this was partially exploratory. The criterion to 
determine the adequacy of the factors included Eigenvalues over 1 and inspection of the 
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scree plot. Results, including Eigenvalues, percent of variance explained, and loadings, can 
be found in Table 3.9.    
 
Table 3.9: Results of the Principal Component Analysis of nine emotions at T2 and T3 
 
T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
  Component   Component 
 1 2 3  1 2 3 
Total 2.52 2.28 1.85  Total 2.25 2.10 1.78 
% of Variance 25.22 22.75 18.51  % of Variance 22.49 20.98 17.78
Cumulative % 25.22 47.97 66.48  Cumulative % 22.49 43.46 61.24
Frustration  0.86    Frustration 0.88   
Irritation  0.85    Irritation 0.72   
Embarrassment  0.63    Shame 0.63   
Sadness  0.77   Embarrassment    
Guilt  0.76   Hope  0.87  
Shame  0.72   Satisfaction  0.87  
Anger  0.66   Joy  0.74  
Satisfaction   0.89  Anger   0.79 
Hope   0.76  Guilt   0.71 
Joy   0.66  Sadness   0.70 
 
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
As expected, satisfaction, hope, and joy created a separate factor at both T2 and T3.  
Frustration and irritation grouped together strongly at both time points as well. Anger, guilt, 
and sadness formed a separate factor at both time points. Shame was part of the 
anger/sadness cluster at T2 and part of the frustration/irritation cluster at T3 and 
embarrassment loaded only weakly onto frustration/irritation at T2.  Due to these results, we 
decided to conduct analyses on each emotion separately. 
 
Individual differences in appraisal 
 
We postulated that differences in emotion response between Internals and Externals would 
be due to differences in the types of appraisals that these two groups would make. Table 
3.10 presents the means and the standard deviations of the questions measuring causal 
attribution. To determine if the questions were successful in capturing differences between 
the two groups, we first carried out a series of independent t-tests on each item separately. 
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Although we found no significant differences between groups for any of the items16, the 
means in Table 3.10 indicate that the general trend of responses was in the predicted 
direction. Internals were consistently more likely to attribute causality internally and 
Externals were consistently more likely to attribute causality to their partner.  
   
                                                 
16 Individual appraisal questions were also combined using both cluster and factor analyses and significant 
differences between Internals and Externals were tested with t-tests and regression analyses.  None of these 
grouped analyses was able to demonstrate significant differences between Internals and Externals for these 
causal attribution questions. 
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 Table 3.10: Means and standard deviations of all causal attribution variables 
Variable Name Totals Per ASQ Group
 M SD Group M SD 
Cause: self (2) 5.58 1.36 External 5.52 1.36 
   Internal 5.63± 1.38 
Cause: self (3) 5.73 1.30 External 5.71 1.35 
   Internal 5.74± 1.28 
Cause: self intentional (2) 3.88 2.27 External 3.57 2.42 
   Internal 4.21± 2.10 
Cause: self intentional (3) 3.88 2.14 External 3.48 1.91 
   Internal 4.32± 2.33 
Responsible: self (2) 45.13 10.28 External 42.38 12.31 
   Internal 48.16± 6.50 
Responsible: self (3) 43.75 10.61 External 42.14 12.61 
   Internal 45.53± 7.80 
Cause: partner (2) 5.55 1.48 External 5.62± 1.53 
   Internal 5.47 1.47 
Cause: partner (3) 5.68 1.29 External 5.71± 1.19 
   Internal 5.63 1.42 
3.85 2.28 External 3.67 2.44 Cause: partner intentional (2) 
   Internal 4.05± 2.15 
3.83 2.23 External 3.43 2.04 Cause: partner intentional (3) 
   Internal 4.26± 2.40 
4.03 2.08 External 4.33± 1.80 Better performance with another 
(2)   Internal 3.68 2.36 
4.05 2.10 External 4.52± 2.25 Better performance with another 
(3)   Internal 3.53 1.84 
4.85 0.70 External 5.05± 0.22 Responsible: self vs. partner (2) 
   Internal 4.63 0.96 
4.68 0.92 External 4.76± 0.70 Responsibility (poor score): self vs. 
partner (3)   Internal 4.58 1.12 
Responsible: partner (2) 46.38 10.68 External 45.71 13.72 
   Internal 47.11± 6.08 
Responsible: partner (3) 44.50 11.02 External 43.10 13.18 
   Internal 46.05± 8.09 
Cause: chance (2) 4.08 2.22 External 3.90 2.41 
   Internal 4.26± 2.05 
Cause: chance (3) 4.18 2.59 External 3.95 2.75 
   Internal 4.42± 2.46 
Responsible: external (2) 8.50 19.94 External 11.90± 25.02 
   Internal 4.74 11.72 
Responsible: external (3) 11.75 21.35 External 14.76± 25.42 
   Internal 8.42 15.73 
Note. ± indicates which of the two means for a given variable is higher so that trends can be more easily seen. 
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Given the pilot study nature of this first study, descriptive analyses of the responses seemed 
appropriate despite the lack of statistically significant results17. In particular, we were 
surprised that Internals gave higher ratings than Externals on both the self-intentional and 
the partner intentional scales. In other words, Internals appeared to engage more readily in 
both self-blame and in partner-blame than Externals. This result takes on more meaning if 
one also looks at how the two groups distributed the 100 points between the self, the 
partner, and other externals factors (which they had to specify) when asked to rate the 
responsibility of each for the potential test results (T2) and the actual test results (T3) (see 
Figure 3.2).      
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Figure 3. 2 
 
Externals and Internals distribute 
100 points between themselves, 
their partner, and other factors 
(which they were asked to specify) 
concerning the relative 
responsibility of each for the test 
results. 
 
Figure 3.2 shows that Externals rate themselves as less responsible than their partners at T2 
and at T3. In addition, Externals distribute a fair amount of points to the category other 
external factors. Internals, on the other hand, distribute points primarily between themselves 
and their partner, and very few to the category other external factors. Taken together, these 
results seem to indicate that Internals give greater weight to human factors than Externals. 
The possible implications of this finding will be explored in the Discussion section.   
 
 
 
                                                 
17 The descriptive analysis should help in the planning of future studies, by indicating trends and possible 
alternative hypotheses.   
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The personality – attribution – emotion relationship 
 
The overall hypothesis of our study was that attribution style would influence attributions, 
which in turn would explain anger emotions or internal emotions. We therefore conducted a 
hierarchical regression18 to determine if cognitive appraisal could predict emotions beyond 
that afforded by attribution style. As a first step, attribution style was entered into the 
equation and as a second step the five most fundamental causal attribution questions (cause: 
self; cause: self intentional; cause: partner; cause: partner intentional; cause: chance)19. In 
this way, it would be possible to first determine how attribution style predicts emotions and 
then how responses concerning causal attribution might add to the prediction. Table 3.11 
presents the results of this analysis for anger, irritation and frustration at T2 and T3 and 
Table 3.12 the results for sadness, guilt, shame, and embarrassment at T2 and T3.  
 
 Table 3.11: Hierarchical regressions for the anger emotions 
  
 T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
 Anger Irritation Frustration Anger Irritation Frustration 
STEP 1 β β β β β β 
Attribution 
Style Group .472* .429* .268 .010 .273 .291 
R² .223* .184* .072 .000 .074 .085 
STEP 2       
Attribution 
Style Group .456* .383* .225 .014 .371* .314 
Cause: self .587* -.028 -.105 -.168 -.274 .043 
Cause: self 
intentional .603 .501 .415 .137 -.458 -.134 
Cause: partner .468 .013 .018 .285 .314 -.014 
Cause: partner 
intentional -.493 -.494 -.366 -.121 .091 .017 
Cause : chance .228 .230 .252 .025 -.136 -.002 
R² .385* .257 .141 .028 .185 .097 
∆ R² .162 .073 .069 .028 .111 .012 
Note. The  R² and ∆ R² results are shown in italics;  * p<.05 ; **p<.01 ;***p<.001 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
18 Mediation analysis (Baron & Kenny, 1986) would probably be a more appropriate statistical approach to 
answer this question.  However, given the relatively small N in this first study, we would need to collect more 
data before applying this procedure.  
19 We did not include the other causal attribution questions because they were based on a different scale (i.e., 
the distribution of 100 points) or because the 9-point scale was used in a different way (i.e., self vs. other on 
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 Table 3.12: Hierarchical regressions for the self-focused emotions 
  
 T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
 Sad Guilt Shame Embar Sad Guilt Shame Embar 
STEP 1 β β β β β β β β 
Attribution 
Style Group .457* .075 .136 .133 -.039 .049 .284 .366 
R² .209* .006 .018 .018 .002 .002 .081 .134* 
STEP 2         
Attribution 
Style Group .439* .034 .110 .166 -.027 .014 .314 .401 
Cause: self .445 .634* .732* .443 .368 .153 -.099 -.163 
Cause: self 
intentional .434 1.047 1.169 .289 -.827 .465 -.577 .329 
Cause: 
partner .192 .564 -.674* .420 -.369 -.070 -.041 .540 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional 
-.211 -1.098 -1.164 -.380 .828 -.447 .471 -.461 
Cause : 
chance .022 -.477* .258 -.040 -.218 .264 -.046 .070 
R² .313* .332* .223 .097 .069 .081 .128 .243 
∆ R² .104 .326* .204 .079 .067 .078 .047 .109 
Note. The  R² and ∆ R² results are shown in italics;  * p<.05 ; **p<.01 ;***p<.001 
 
In Step 1, as indicated by the significant R² values for anger at T2, for irritation at T2 and 
T3, and for sadness at T2, as well as by the significant Betas for anger, irritation, and 
sadness at T2, attribution style was a significant predictor for anger at T2, for irritation at T2 
and T3, and for sadness at T2. In Step 2, when the five most fundamental causal attributions 
are added to the equation, the R² remains significant for anger and sadness at T2 but is no 
longer significant for irritation. There was also a significant R² change for guilt at T2. 
Examining the Betas, attribution style remains a significant predictor for anger, irritation, 
and sadness at T2; and becomes a significant predictor for irritation at T3.  Finally, the 
addition of the causal attribution questions refines the understanding of the relationship 
between attribution style and emotions. First, the attribution of causality to the self was a 
significant predictor for anger, guilt, and shame. Second, the Beta values show that 
attribution of causality to chance was negatively related to guilt and the attribution of 
causality to the partner was negatively related to shame20.  
 
                                                                                                                                                      
the same scale).  In addition, these questions measured constructs that partially overlap those measured by the 
five fundamental questions and we feared loss of power without necessarily increasing quality.  
20 We also conducted the analyses by including level of implication as a predictor in Step 1. No additional 
variance was explained. We also conducted the same analysis using the three positive emotions as dependent 
variables (each emotion separately and as a composite variable). Neither attribution style nor causal attribution 
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In summary, the addition of the causal attribution questions to the personality variable in 
Step 2 might explain why anger loads with guilt and shame in the Principal Component 
Analysis at T2 and why Internals are reporting more anger than Externals. Indeed, guilt and 
shame are both significantly related to an attribution of causality to the self, and these 
internal attributions are further supported for guilt by a negative relationship with chance, 
and for shame with a negative relationship to partner attribution. In other words, individuals 
(independent of personality) who attribute causality to themselves are more likely to report 
guilt and shame at T2, as predicted by appraisal theory (e.g., Scherer, 2001). However, 
Internals who make internal attributions are also likely to report anger at T2. This partially 
supports the relationship between personality and attribution (internals make more internal 
attributions), but not between attribution and anger (external attribution related to anger).  
Could it be that Internals are reporting anger at themselves?  This question will be examined 
below. 
 
The anger emotions 
 
Internals generally reported anger, irritation, and frustration more frequently than Externals 
(see Table 3.13). In addition, some of our results seem to suggest that Externals are making 
more external attributions and that Internals are making more internal attributions, as we 
had expected. Finally, the hierarchical regressions above indicate that Internals and 
Externals might be reporting different types of anger antecedent attributions such that 
Internals might be reporting a different type of anger than Externals (for example, anger 
directed at the self vs. anger directed at the partner). To further explore this question, we 
conducted chi-square analyses comparing the causal attributions made by Internals and 
Externals who reported anger, irritation, and frustration at T2 and T321. Unfortunately, 
perhaps due to the small N, none of the chi-squares were significant. However, visual 
inspection of bar diagrams in which we plotted seven of the causal attribution questions 
onto each of these emotions suggests that the idea merits further investigation. In particular, 
although there are some differences within the three emotions at T2 (Appendix 20) and at 
T3 (Appendix 21), the combined results in Appendix 22 suggest that Externals reporting 
anger, irritation, and frustration are also rating the partner higher than the self when asked to 
                                                                                                                                                      
variables explained a significant proportion of the variance. In other words, there was no relationship between 
causal attribution and positive emotions within our experiment. 
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evaluate causality of the event, especially at T2. Internals show the opposite trend, rating 
themselves higher than their partner. In addition, Externals give higher responsibility ratings 
to the partner than Internals, especially at T2. Finally, Externals are more likely to respond 
favorable to the question “Would you have performed better with someone else” (an indirect 
measure of partner blame) than Internals, especially at T3. Although these trends are only 
indirect evidence for our assumption concerning different types of anger for Internals and 
Externals, the future studies should consider this possibility.  
 
Table 3.13: Number of Internals and Externals that reported anger, irritation, and frustration 
at T2 and T3. 
 T2: After the test T3: After receiving low score 
Cases selected for: Externals Internals Externals Internals 
Anger 2 9 6 7 
Irritation 7 12 6 8 
Frustration 11 12 12 14 
Combined anger, irritation, 
frustration* 11 14 13 14 
Note.  * Composite score indicating the number of participants that had reported at least one of the three emotions. 
 
3.5 Discussion 
 
This first study had two major purposes: to test the feasibility of the emotion induction 
method and to determine if explanatory style as measured by the ASQ (Peterson et al., 1982; 
Seligman, 1986) could explain systematic differences in appraisal (and in particular the 
causal attribution check; Scherer, 2001) and emotions. Generally speaking, the emotion 
induction procedure was successful. The overall cover story and the nature of the social 
intelligence test was believable and motivated participants to really get involved, 
independent of the personality group they belonged to. The relationship-building paradigm 
induced some relationship-like qualities, although the procedure seemed to have worked 
better for the female than for the male participants. In addition, the social intelligence test 
situation was goal relevant, ambiguous, and stressful enough to stimulate causal search. 
Most important, anger emotions (anger, irritation, frustration, and contempt) and internal 
emotions (guilt, shame, and embarrassment) were reported. 
 
Within the personality framework proposed by Mischel and Shoda (1995, 1998), an 
individual difference variable such as attribution style should only become “activated” in 
                                                                                                                                                      
21 We conducted these analyses by selecting only those cases that had reported the particular question.  The N 
for each group can be seen in Table 3.13. 
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situations when causal search is required. In addition, situational features that should 
stimulate casual search are important, unexpected failures (Weiner, 1986). Finally, 
personality should be particularly stimulated under ambiguity, stress, and arousal conditions 
because individuals control their habitual responses less under these circumstances (Caspi & 
Mofit, 1993). We had created the emotion induction procedure in such a way that all of 
these situational parameters would converge within the “social intelligence test” between T1 
and T2. Therefore, the causal attribution search and personality differences should have 
been particularly measurable at T2, and the results indicate that this induction was 
successful. In particular, the only emotions that increased between T1 and T2 were the 
hypothesized causal attribution emotions (anger, irritation, frustration, guilt and 
embarrassment) and the only significant emotion intensity differences between groups were 
at T2 (anger, irritation, and sadness). At T3 there were very few differences, perhaps 
because the situational factors were stronger than the personality factors. In other words, 
because Internals and Externals had both been equally engaged and implicated during the 
test, they may have been equally frustrated with the very negative scores obtained at T3.  
 
Within measurement points, we had expected Internals to report more of the self-directed or 
internal emotions than Externals, and Externals to report more of the other-directed anger 
emotions. This hypothesis was only partially confirmed. In particular, Internals more 
frequently reported shame at T2 and embarrassment at T3 than Externals. However, 
Internals also reported more frustration and irritation throughout the task, and reported 
significantly more anger and irritation at T2 than Externals, both in intensity and in the 
number of participants per group reporting the emotion.  
 
These findings could be explained in at least two ways.  First, they could be due to a general 
negativity bias of Internals, or a general tendency of Internals to report negative emotions.  
Second, they could be due to specific personality - appraisal relationships within this type of 
situation. The general negativity bias explanation receives some support from our results.  
For example, compared to Externals, Internals also reported significantly more sadness and 
anxiety at T0, more nervousness and anxiety at T1, and more sadness at T2. In addition, we 
found that Internals generally reported more negative emotions than Externals at T0 and T1 
and that Externals generally reported more positive emotions at T1. Although this 
justification is conform with past research using the ASQ (e.g., Chang, 2001; Seligman, 
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1998), it does not allow researchers or practitioners to understand the underlying processes 
concerning this negativity, nor does it explain why such a general negativity bias was not 
found at T2 and T3.  
 
We had predicted that Internals would report more internal attributions and that Externals 
would report more external attributions, and the results showed very indirect and weak 
indications for this hypothesis. Indeed, although the general trend of the questions was in 
the appropriate direction (Internals were more likely to attribute causality to the self and 
Externals were more likely to make external attributions), none of the group differences on 
the individual or combines question responses was significant. Fortunately, Internals 
reported attributions in line with results found in countless past studies (e.g., Chang, 2001; 
Seligman, 1998), although to our knowledge this is the first time that the effect was found 
within an interactive achievement situation. However, our major interest was not to replicate 
the findings for Internals, but to determine if Externals would make more external 
attributions in an interactive situation and if yes, whether these would be directed at the 
partner or at other external factors. We only expected Externals to report more anger if they 
were directing external attributions towards the partner (blame).  
 
The present study does not allow us to draw firm conclusions whether Externals generally 
direct causality more towards other persons or more towards other external factors. First, as 
already stated, none of the differences were significant. More important, when looking at 
the trends provided by the mean scores for each group, it becomes clear that the answer may 
partially depend on the question format or wording. Thus, Externals are more willing to 
name the partner as the cause, more willing to name the partner as the responsible agent in 
the continuous responsibility question, and more willing to respond positively to the indirect 
blaming question that asked if the participant believed that he or she would have performed 
better with another person. Internals, on the other hand, are more willing to consider chance 
as a possible factor. Although these responses seem to indicate that Externals are more 
likely to attribute causality and blame to the partner, the other questions tell a slightly 
different story. For example, Internals are more likely than Externals to consider that the 
partner acted intentionally at T2 and T3. When asked to distribute 100 points between the 
partner, the self, and other external factors, Internals continue to distribute most of the 
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points to themselves, but also attribute more points to the partner than Externals, whereas 
Externals are willing to distribute more points to other external factors than Internals.    
 
Internals’ self-focus for negative events is the essence of explanatory style as measured by 
the ASQ. However, the results above may also be indicating that Internals are not only more 
self-focused but may also be in general more person-focused when making attributions than 
Externals, at least in interpersonal, achievement situations. As discussed in the literature 
review, appraisal theorists such as Lazarus (1991) and Scherer (2001) consider appraisals of 
human agency and intentionality to be important antecedent of anger. The higher 
intentionality and human agency ratings may therefore partially explain why Internals are 
reporting more anger than Externals. More speculation concerning this possibility, however, 
seems unwarranted until future studies are able to show a similar trend or to measure 
significant differences between the groups.  
 
Of course, a direct relationship between explanatory style and the causal attribution checks 
in a complex interactive paradigm assumes a very strong influence of personality on 
appraisal. Although this question needed to be addressed and tested, is seemed particularly 
unlikely that the relationship would be highly significant. Given the many other personality 
and situational factors that could influence the responses on these questions, however, even 
these slight trends in the right direction seem promising. We can tentatively conclude that 
Internals are somewhat more likely to make internal attributions, that Externals are 
somewhat more likely to make external attributions, and that Externals are somewhat more 
likely to attribute external causality to the partner than to chance. 
  
We will now turn to the moderating hypothesis, because appraisal researchers (e.g., Lazarus, 
1991; Smith & Pope, 1992; Scherer, 2001) and personality researchers such as Mischel and 
Shoda (1995, 1998) would predict that the causal attribution sub-checks should behave as 
mediators between explanatory style and emotion. Here again, our results currently only 
offer weak support. In particular, significant appraisal and emotion relationships confirm 
predictions made by Scherer (2001), because guilt and shame at T2 are strongly related to 
attributing causality to the self. Interestingly, the only real mediating relationship between 
personality and emotion shows that Internals making internal attributions are reporting more 
anger. Thus, although there are only few significant relationships to support the hypothesis 
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of causal attribution as a mediating variable, the effects are very coherent, and in the case of 
anger, offer explanations that go beyond a simple negativity bias for Internals. 
 
Throughout this first study, the most important and consistent findings have been for anger. 
Indeed, all of the results seem to suggest that Internals, while they are reporting more anger 
than Externals, may also be reporting a different type of anger than Externals. The final 
indications for this conclusion come from the causal attribution responses of those 
individuals who did report anger. Although not significant, the trend clearly showed that 
Internals reporting anger are reporting more internal attributions and that Externals reporting 
anger are reporting more partner causality and indirect blame. It therefore seems very 
possible that Internals are reporting anger at the self and that Externals are reporting anger at 
the partner. The results further suggest that anger at the self may be a more frequent 
emotional experience than anger at the partner or at other externals factors (such as the 
experimenter) within such an interpersonal situation. Because the object of anger was not a 
question we had originally anticipated in our research, this is one of the major issues we will 
need to examine in the next study.  
 
In summary, this study highlights the advantage of examining personality, appraisal, and 
emotion relationships as processes within real interpersonal situations, although some 
improvements to the procedure will be necessary if the advanced hypotheses are to be most 
adequately tested. First, the relationship-building paradigm, which appeared to be quite 
successful in inducing relationship-like qualities, may have eliminated or “watered down” 
the anger and blaming tendencies of the participants. The videos of the interaction showed 
that participants often shared very personal issues and developed a positive atmosphere, 
which is also reflected be the decrease in negative emotions reported between T0 and T1. 
This phase of the emotion induction may therefore have contributed to many unwanted 
emotion and appraisal effects. In addition, the informal post experiment interviews showed 
that many participants generally doubted in their capacity to perform well in geometric 
tasks, indicating that “I was never good at geometry” or “I have no spatial intelligence” etc. 
For the elicitation of anger, the participants had to believe that both they and their partner 
generally had the ability to do well on the task, and that the task was possible. Although the 
induction method already included showing the participants a correct solution to the test, we 
needed to improve the participant’s belief in both their own and their partner’s ability. Due 
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to these considerations, the elimination of the relationship-building paradigm in favor of an 
individual intelligence test seemed appropriate.   
 
Besides changing part of the emotion induction procedure, some changes the appraisal and 
emotion questionnaires also seemed necessary.  First, the question requiring the participants 
to distribute 100 point between themselves, their partner, and other external factors may not 
have been the most appropriate to capture differences between groups, mainly because the 
majority of respondents evenly distributed 50 point to each of the interaction partners.  
Although this equal distribution may reflect how participants truly felt about the relative 
contribution of each partner, it is very likely that socially desirable responding also played a 
part. In addition, if forced to choose, we wanted to know if Externals and Internals would 
consistently respond differently. We therefore decided to eliminate this question. Second, 
the indirect blaming question showed potentially interesting effects for Externals, and we 
felt that the addition of a direct blaming question at T3 would be appropriate. Third, a large 
majority of participants reported stress and disappointment when asked to spontaneously list 
the emotions they had felt during the interaction or after receiving the poor score. We 
therefore decided to add these emotions to the emotion list. Finally, for the reasons already 
mentioned above, questions pertaining to the object of anger emotions seemed particularly 
interesting. 
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 CHAPTER 4 
 
4 SECOND EXPERIMENT 
 
 
4.1 Overview 
 
The purpose of the second study was to improve the experimental procedure and to replicate 
some of the findings from Study 1. We therefore tested primarily the same hypotheses as in 
Study 1 under new, and hopefully improved, conditions. One new angle we did wish to 
explore in this study, however, was the question concerning the object of anger. In 
particular, given the somewhat unexpected finding in Study 1, which showed that Internals 
reported more anger than Externals, and the indications that these two groups might be 
reporting a different type of anger, we decided to test this proposition and added questions 
concerning the object of reported anger emotions (anger, irritation, and frustration).  
  
We also made several changes to the experimental procedure. First, we eliminated the 
relationship-building procedure because we were felt that this step was adding confounding 
effects to an already complex design. In addition, participants were working together 
towards an important, common goal and this seemed sufficient to create interpersonal 
dependency and therefore a relationship (Clark & Brissette, 2003). Second, discussions with 
the participants in Study 1 revealed that some were insecure concerning their competence in 
the puzzle task because they doubted their capacity to perform well on spatial and geometric 
tasks in general (i.e., math anxiety). We therefore added an individual intelligence test, 
which we hoped would give the participants more confidence. In reality, this test was the 
practice series from the Raven’s Progressive Matrixes (Raven, 1977), and all students were 
given a positive score and assured that they had excellent capacities for the resolution of the 
type of problem they would be confronted with.   
 
In summary, this study will replicate Study 1 with minor adjustments to the procedure, 
while adding questions pertaining to the object of anger. 
 
 
 91
4.2 Method 
 
The overall method and procedure of Study 2 was again similar to the one described in 
Chapter 2. Only those elements unique to this study will therefore be described in the 
following section.  
 
4.2.1 Recruitment and participants 
 
Two hundred and forty-nine first-year students in a general introductory psychology course 
filled out the ASQ during class time. The mean score on the ASQ (CoNeg) was 70.47 with a 
standard deviation of 12, and participants who had scores of 80 or above (Internals) and 60 
and below (Externals) were retained. The study was introduced during class time two weeks 
later, and the codes and dates of birth of all potential participants was passed around the 
lecture room to give those students who were on the list the possibility to sign up. 
 
Fifty participants (44 females and 6 males) took part in the study, 25 Internals (Range of 
scores = 80-108; M = 88.96, SD = 7.74), and 25 Externals (Range of scores = 39-59; M = 
53.36, SD = 5.54). The students were between 18 and 37 years old (M = 22.3, SD = 5.34). 
 
4.2.2 Procedure  
 
Questionnaire phase: The participants came to one of two sessions organized in a seminar 
room at the university to fill out the acquaintanceship and personality questionnaires already 
described in Chapter 2. During this session, participants were also randomly paired with a 
same sex participant whom they did not know, and were asked to sign up for the 
experimental session at a time that suited both of their schedules.   
 
Experimental phase: As described in Chapter 2, each pair of students came separately to the 
laboratory to take part in the social intelligence test. After the general context had been 
established and the consent form had been signed, the participants were asked to complete 
an individual intelligence test. 
 
Individual Intelligence Test:  This test was designed to give participants confidence in their 
ability to perform the puzzle task within the social intelligence test. First, participants were 
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told that people of very diverse cultural, social, and educational backgrounds had already 
taken the social intelligence test. Second, they were assured that all men and women over 
the age of 14 with normal intelligence could solve the task within the test within 15 minutes. 
Finally, the E explained that because no type of intellectual capacity should ever be 
assumed, an individual intelligence test measuring the type of capacity necessary for the test 
would be administered, just to make sure that the participants were indeed competent. In 
reality, the individual intelligence test itself was the practice series from Raven’s 
Progressive Matrixes (Raven, 1977). This test seemed particularly adequate because it 
measures what looks like pattern matching, spatial, and geometric capacities. Each 
participant was given an official test booklet and an answer sheet (Appendix 23) and 
allowed up to ten minutes to finish the test22. After both participants had finished the test, 
the E corrected it to make sure that neither participant had any serious difficulty with it23.  
Independent of the real results on the test, participants were always told that they had an 
excellent score and enough ability and intelligence necessary for the task they would be 
asked to perform.  
 
Social Intelligence Test: The social intelligence test was introduced and carried out as 
described in Chapter 2.   
 
4.3 Overview of the measures and predictions 
 
The participants filled out questionnaires at three different moments during the experiment:  
T1: in anticipation of the social intelligence test; T2: after the social intelligence test; and 
T3: after receiving the poor score on the test. These questionnaires included manipulation 
check and implication questions, as well as the 19 emotions on a nine-point rating scale 
already described in Chapter 2. The following section will describe the specific predictions 
for this study and the items used to measure these. Appendix 24 also contains a list of 
variables we included for exploratory purposes. 
 
 
                                                 
22 All participants were able to finish the test within this time limit.  
23 The practice series from Raven’s Progressive Matrixes (Raven, 1977) is relatively easy and most 
participants had either none or one mistake.  A few participants had two mistakes.  Participants with more than 
two errors would have been eliminated.   
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4.3.1 Hypotheses 
 
1.) According to many emotion theorists (e.g., Folkman & Lazarus, 1985), appraisal and 
resulting emotions are processes that will vary with both the situation and the individual.  
Indeed, similar situations – such as a frustrating achievement context, or receiving a low 
score on an important test – probably would be evaluated in similar ways by many types of 
individuals and thus engender rather similar emotions. We therefore expected Internals and 
Externals to have rather similar emotion patterns across measurement points. In other 
words, because the experiment had three measurement points concerning different and 
distinct situations, we predicted a main effect of measurement point on emotions.  
Personality, on the other hand, should partially account for systematic appraisal and emotion 
differences within a particular measurement point. In particular, Internals and Externals 
were not expected to report significantly different emotions at T1 because these measures 
served primarily as baselines. We did expect significant differences at T2, after the social 
intelligence test, and at T3, after the reception of the low score, because these situations 
were created to stimulate causal search and negative emotions.   
 
2.) Explanatory style has been defined as a generalized appraisal tendency across situations. 
Based upon the literature review, we therefore predicted that Externals would be 
significantly more likely to make external attributions than Internals at T2 and T3, and that 
Internals would make significantly more internal attributions than Externals at T2 and T3.  
Because the indirect blaming variables in Study 1 gave mixed results, we added a direct, 
binary, blaming question at T3: “Who is most to blame for the score you received on this 
test, your partner or yourself.” The Table 4.1 below summarizes the questions and 
predictions.  
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 Table 4.1:  Personality and causal attribution predictions 
  
Variable Name ¹ Prediction ²
Variables for Internal Attribution  
Cause: self (2,3)* Internals ↑ 
Cause: self intentional (2,3)* Internals ↑ 
  
Variables for External « Partner » Attributions  
Cause: partner (2,3)* Externals ↑ 
Cause: partner intentional (2,3)* Externals ↑ 
Responsibility: self vs. partner (2, 3)** Externals ↑ 
Better performance with another (2,3)*** Externals ↑  
Blame (3)**** Externals ↑   
  
Variables for External « Other » Attributions  
Cause: chance (2,3)* Externals ↑ 
  
  
Note. ¹ The actual questions corresponding to the variable names can be found in Appendix 12. The 
number in parentheses indicates the measurement points during which the questions were posed (1= 
T1, 2=T2, 3= T3). 
² This column indicates whether Internals are expected to have a significantly higher score than 
Externals on a particular question (or vice versa) 
* Single item questions with a 9-point scale ranging from “not at all” to “very much”.  The higher 
the score, the more this item is being endorsed.  
** Nine-point variable where a score of 1= the self and a score of 9 = the partner. The higher the 
score on this question, the more responsibility is being attributed to the partner.   
*** The higher the score on this 9-point scale, the more the respondents believe that they could have 
performed better with another person (i.e., an indirect measure of blaming the partner) 
**** Binary variable that asks: “who is most to blame for the score you received on this test? 1= 
your partner; 2 = yourself. 
 
3.) Anger, irritation, frustration, and contempt are generally considered to be other-directed 
emotions (e.g., Averill, 1982; Scherer, 2001) and shame, guilt, and embarrassment self-
directed or self-conscious emotions (e.g., Lewis & Haviland, 1993; Haidt, 2003; Roseman, 
2001; Scherer, 2001; Tangney & Fischer, 1995). Based on our literature review, we 
predicted that Externals would report more other-directed emotions than Internals and that 
Internals would report more self-directed or self-conscious emotions than Externals at T2 
and T3.     
 
4.) We predicted that the relationships between explanatory style and particular emotions 
would be mediated by specific causal attribution. In particular, we predicted that Externals 
making external attributions would report more other-directed emotions and that Internals 
making internal attributions would report more self-directed emotions at T2 and T3. 
 
5.) We predicted that at least three different types of anger emotions (anger, irritation, and 
frustration) would be identified at T2 and T3: anger at the self, anger at the partner, and 
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anger at other external factors. In addition, we predicted that Internals would report more 
anger at the self than Externals and wanted to explore if Externals would report more anger 
at the partner and / or anger at other external factors than Internals. We therefore added 
questions pertaining to the object of anger.   
 
These questions appeared at the end of the appraisal and emotion questionnaires at T2 and 
T3, after the participants had filled in the nine-point emotion check lists. In particular, this 
section of the questionnaire was introduced with the following instructions: “Even if most 
people generally use similar words to describe the emotions they experienced in a particular 
situation, the real significance of a specific feeling state is not always the same for each 
person. We therefore ask you to provide us with more detailed information concerning the 
following emotions.” Eight questions followed this general introduction. The first part of the 
question read: “If you reported frustration in the list of emotions, then what factors triggered 
this particular emotion in this particular situation?” Three blank lines allowed the 
participants to describe the emotion in their own words. The second part of the question 
stated “My frustration was primarily directed towards (please rank the following in the order 
of importance, using the numbers 1, 2, and 3. 1 = the most important; 3 = the least 
important). ___ your partner; ____yourself; ____other (please specify) _______”. This 
same question was also asked for irritation and anger. In order to mask the real purpose of 
these questions, we also asked participants to answer the first part of the question for 
sadness, embarrassment, shame, fear, and disappointment.   
 
4.4 Results 
 
4.4.1 Overview of analyses 
 
We will present the analyses in a series of steps. First, we will examine the accuracy and 
normality of the dependent variables. Second, we will examine the manipulation check and 
implication questions to determine if the experimental procedure was taken seriously by the 
participants and considered to be stressful. Third, we will examine if the experimental 
procedure was able to induce different and viable emotions. Fourth, we will examine 
systematic differences between Internals and Externals concerning the predicted emotions 
and attributions at T2 and T3. Finally, we will test the new hypothesis concerning the object 
of anger. 
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 4.4.2 Preliminary analyses 
 
Dependent variables were examined through various SPSS programs in order to check for 
accuracy of data and missing values. We searched for univariate outliers by examining z-
scores and identified variables with scores over 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Similar 
to Study 1, we found that the negative emotion variables had scores that fell into this range, 
in total 33 out of 57 possible emotions across the three measurement points. We therefore 
examined the emotion variables carefully, by visually inspecting distributions, and 
analyzing normality using both skewness and Kurtosis indicators. The Appendix 25 lists all 
emotion variables ordered in terms of skewness and Kurtois. These results again show that 
positive emotions were relatively normal in their distribution or slightly positively skewed.  
Similar to Study 1, the more negative the emotion terms the more these variables were 
positively skewed. The negative emotion, disappointment, especially at T3, and the stress 
and arousal emotions, however, were relatively normally distributed. We then looked for 
consistent high or low respondents by examining boxplots of the variables. Although this 
inspection showed that some participants 24 reported more negative emotions than others, 
we again decided not to eliminate any respondents. 
 
4.4.3 Manipulation check questions and implication 
 
The responses to the manipulation check questions showed that students truly believed that 
they were participating in a study that could affect the career opportunities for 
psychologists. Participants also believed that the social intelligence test and the poor score 
were real. Second, Table 4.2, which displays the means and standard deviations for all 
implication and manipulation check questions, shows that participants thought it was 
important to do well on the task and apparently gave their best effort. For example, 76% of 
participants gave a rating of 5 or above (scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 9 = very 
important) on the question “How important is it for you to receive a good result on this test 
?” at T1 and 96 % of participants gave a rating of 5 or above (scale ranging from 1 = no 
effort to 9 = very best effort) on the question “Do you feel you gave your best effort on this 
task ?” at T2. In addition, most participants perceived the social intelligence test to be 
                                                 
24 In particular, one External (Number 23, a male) and two Internals (Number 34 and 38, both females) were 
responsible for several outlying variables within negative emotions.  
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stressful (scale ranging from 1 = not at all stressful to 9 = very stressful), with 70 % of 
participants rating the stress level at 5 or above.  
 
Table 4.2: Means and standard deviations of all manipulation check and implication 
variables 
 Overall Internals Externals 
Variable Name M SD M SD M SD 
Importance: self (1) 5.88 1.47 5.92 1.41 5.84 1.55 
Importance: partner (1) 5.78 1.06 5.92 0.91 5.64 1.19 
Importance: self (2) 5.88 1.53 5.96 1.54 5.80 1.55 
Effort: self (2) 7.70 1.49 7.72 1.51 7.68 1.49 
Effort: partner (2) 8.02 1.17 8.08 1.22 7.96 1.14 
Effort: self (3) 7.42 1.64 7.36 1.89 7.48 1.39 
Effort: partner (3) 7.52 1.57 7.64 1.73 7.40 1.41 
Test perceived as stressful (2) 5.44 2.04 5.96 1.46 4.92 2.41 
Note. All means and standard deviations are based upon raw scores.  All variables were rated on a nine-point scale  
 
Independent T-tests were conducted to determine if there were any significant differences 
between Internals and Externals or between males and females in the level of implication, 
effort, or perception of stress. We found only a gender difference for the question “Test 
perceived as stressful (2)” with males (M = 3.83, SD = 1.47) reporting less stress than 
females (M = 5.66, SD = 2.2;  t(48) = 2.127, p < .05). These differences could be due to the 
reluctance of males to admit to negative emotions or to a lower level of engagement; 
however, given that only 6 males participated in the study, we will not interpret these results 
any further. Similar to Study 1, we concluded that our experimental situation was successful 
in inducing the most important prerequisites for engendering emotions (goal relevance and 
implication) and for allowing individual differences to emerge (stress).   
 
4.4.4 Testing the hypotheses 
 
Emotions 
 
As a next step we examined if the experimental situation was able to induce emotions.  
First, we checked if the procedure had induced different emotions or emotion intensities 
across the three measurement points. Second, we checked if Externals or Internals were 
generally prone to report particular emotions across the situations. Finally, we were 
interested in interaction effects. To examine these questions, we conducted separate within-
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subject repeated-measure ANOVAs for each emotion25 across the four measurement points 
with explanatory style as a between-subject factor26. Table 4.3 gives the means and standard 
deviations of all emotions at each measurement point. Table 4.4 presents the within and 
between subject effects for each emotion, reporting the F value and the η² effect size. Table 
4.5 presents the within-subject contrasts. Finally, Table 4.6 gives the means of the emotions 
at each measurement point for the two explanatory style groups. Based on the results 
presented in these four Tables, we will first interpret the within-subject main effects, then 
the between-subject main effects, and finally the within-subject interaction effects.  
 
Table 4.3: Means and standard deviations of all emotions at each measurement point 
 
Measurement point T1 T2 T3 
Emotion M SD M SD M SD 
Anger 1.18 0.94 1.54 1.09 1.50 1.11 
Irritation 1.38 1.32 2.46 1.93 2.18 1.71 
Frustration 1.24 0.82 3.28 2.39 3.36 2.46 
Contempt 1.12 0.44 1.12 0.44 1.12 0.48 
Shame 1.14 0.61 1.36 1.32 1.60 1.50 
Guilt 1.20 0.70 1.72 1.40 1.96 1.70 
Embarrassment 2.02 1.33 2.28 1.86 1.74 1.50 
Sadness 1.26 0.99 1.24 0.77 1.96 1.67 
Joy 5.50 1.68 4.68 2.38 2.86 1.98 
Satisfaction 4.32 1.98 4.34 2.13 2.00 1.21 
Hope 6.04 2.02 4.52 2.22 1.68 1.73 
Aroused 4.60 2.13 4.44 2.20 1.44 1.03 
Nervous 3.34 1.73 3.34 1.90 1.32 0.98 
Anxiety 3.00 1.77 2.26 1.61 1.18 0.87 
Fear 2.62 1.47 1.64 1.17 1.06 0.31 
Surprise 3.32 2.24 3.06 2.30 3.16 2.23 
Disgust 1.06 0.31 1.22 0.82 1.66 1.41 
Stress 3.36 1.56 4.46 2.52 1.30 0.97 
Disappointment 1.16 0.87 2.90 1.94 5.12 2.24 
Note. All means and standard deviations are based on raw scores. 1 = did not experience the emotion; 9 = experienced 
the emotion very strongly 
 
                                                 
25 We eliminated contempt from the analyses, because only two persons reported this emotion. 
26 Because only six males participated in the study, we were not able to include gender as a between-subject 
factor. 
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 Table 4.4: Repeated-measures ANOVAs for all emotions 
 
 Within-subject effects Between-subject effects
  Measurement point Measurement point x Attgroup¹ Attgroup¹ 
Df (Huynh-Feldt)² F η² F η² F (df=1) η² 
Emotion        
Anger 2 4.079* .078 2.403  .824  
Irritation 2 7.916*** .142 1.707  .037  
Frustration 2 24.246*** .336 2.768  10.268** .178 
Shame 1.881 6.914** .126 2.560  4.017* .077 
Guilt 1.676 9.038*** .158 4.439* .085 8.909** .157 
Embarrassment 1.869 2.442  1.344  1.007  
Sadness 1.485 10.021** .173 3.966* .076 1.388  
Joy  2 37.096*** .436 1.325  3.382  
Satisfaction 1.975 37.533*** .439 .467  7.308** .132 
Hope 1.880 105.996*** .688 1.397  .014  
Aroused 2 81.593*** .630 .536  .143  
Nervous 2 41.175*** .462 7.047* .082 3.335  
Anxiety 1.980 28.982*** .376 .512  2.438  
Fear 1.898 37.466*** .438 .104  .647  
Surprise 2 .253  .190  .277  
Disgust 1.412 7.771** .139 .043  .733  
Stress 1.893 55.081*** .534 .950  1.191  
Disappointment 1.859 79.321*** .623 1.417* .066 3.599  
Note. ¹ Attgroup = Attribution style group 
²Because the majority of emotions did not meet the sphericity assumption27,  we report the Huynh-Feldt28 correction for all 
within-subject factors.   
 *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001 
 
                                                 
27 Mauchley’s test of sphericity was significant for most emotions. 
28 The Greenhouse-Geisser is considered to be too conservative by some authors (Howell, 2002).   
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 Table 4.5: Within-subject contrasts 
     
 Time Time * Attgroup¹ 
Measurement 
point T1 vs. T2 T2 vs. T3 T1 vs. T2 T2 vs. T3 
 F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) 
Emotions     
Anger 6.395* (.118)    
Irritation 13.847***(.224)    
Frustration 37.560*** (.439)  5.776* (.107)  
Shame  5.112* (.096)   
Guilt 8.713** (.154)  5.156* (.097)  
Embarrassment  4.320* (.083)   
Sadness  16.904*** (.260)  4.226* (.081) 
Joy 7.653** (.138) 28.845*** ( .375)   
Satisfaction  67.489*** (.584)   
Hope 38.917*** (.448) 69.372*** (.591)   
Aroused  97.438*** (.67)   
Nervous  64.597*** (.574)  8.669** (.153) 
Anxiety 10.3** (.177) 21.625*** (.339)   
Fear 27.181*** (.362) 14.907*** (.237)   
Surprise     
Disgust  5.933* (.110)   
Stress 12.116*** (.202) 85.032*** (.639)   
Disappointment 47.804***(.499) 39.852***(.454) 10.617** (.181)  
Note. ¹ Attgroup = Attribution style group (Binary variable, 1= Externals; 2= Internals); The contrasts for the within subjects factors are 
attgroup: repeated contrast. Only the significant values are presented in the Table. Df=1 for all analyses; *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001. 
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Table 4.6 : Means and standard deviations of all emotion variables per explanatory style group 
Measure-
ment point T1 T2 T3 
Group Externals Internals Externals Internals Externals Internals 
Emotions M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Anger  1.24 1.20 1.12 0.60 1.36 0.86 1.72 1.28 1.28 0.89 1.72 1.28 
Irritation 1.60 1.80 1.16 0.47 2.16 1.65 2.76 2.17 2.16 1.86 2.20 1.58 
Frustration 1.08 0.28 1.40 1.12 2.32 1.80 4.24 2.55 2.68 2.06 4.04 2.67 
Contempt 1.12 0.44 1.12 0.44 1.08 0.40 1.16 0.47 1.16 0.62 1.08 0.28 
Shame 1.00 0.00 1.28 0.84 1.00 0.00 1.72 1.81 1.20 0.50 2.00 2.00 
Guilt  1.08 0.40 1.32 0.90 1.20 0.50 2.24 1.79 1.32 0.63 2.60 2.16 
Embarrass. 2.04 1.34 2.00 1.35 2.12 1.99 2.44 1.76 1.36 0.81 2.12 1.90 
Sadness 1.32 1.22 1.20 0.71 1.16 0.62 1.32 0.90 1.52 1.08 2.40 2.02 
Joy  5.68 1.70 5.32 1.68 5.36 2.25 4.00 2.35 3.20 1.76 2.52 2.16 
Satisfaction 4.80 1.83 3.84 2.06 4.96 2.21 3.72 1.90 2.32 1.07 1.68 1.28 
Hope 6.16 2.03 5.92 2.04 4.64 2.36 4.40 2.12 1.36 1.32 2.00 2.04 
Aroused 4.84 2.27 4.36 2.00 4.48 2.28 4.40 2.16 1.40 1.00 1.48 1.08 
Nervous 3.12 1.51 3.56 1.94 2.64 1.60 4.04 1.95 1.36 0.95 1.28 1.02 
Anxiety 2.68 1.44 3.32 2.04 1.96 1.49 2.56 1.71 1.08 0.28 1.28 1.21 
Fear  2.48 1.29 2.76 1.64 1.56 0.82 1.72 1.46 1.00 0.00 1.12 0.44 
Surprise 3.32 1.93 3.32 2.54 2.84 2.34 3.28 2.28 3.00 2.10 3.32 2.38 
Disgust  1.00 0.00 1.12 0.44 1.12 0.44 1.32 1.07 1.56 1.19 1.76 1.61 
Stress 3.36 1.63 3.36 1.52 4.04 2.59 4.88 2.42 1.12 0.33 1.48 1.33 
Disappoint. 1.28 1.21 1.04 0.20 2.20 1.73 3.60 1.91 4.76 2.07 5.48 2.38 
Note. All means and standard deviations are based on raw scores (1 = did not experience the emotion;  9 = experienced the emotion very strongly). 
 
Within-subject main effect of emotions 
 
According to the repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 4.4, there was a main effect of 
measurement point on all emotions, except for embarrassment and surprise. Together with 
the means in Table 4.3 and the within-subject contrasts in Table 4.5 we can determine how 
and when the experimental situation influenced particular emotions. In particular, between 
T1 and T2, anger, irritation, frustration, and guilt increased significantly while joy, hope, 
anxiety, and fear decreased significantly. The two newly included emotions, stress and 
disappointment, also increased significantly during this time. Between T2 and T3,  the three 
positive emotions (joy satisfaction, and hope) and all the arousal emotions (aroused, 
nervous, anxiety, fear, and stress) decreased significantly. Finally, disappointment, shame, 
sadness, and disgust increased while embarrassment decreased. 
 
In summary, the overall emotion effects in Study 2 closely match the general trend found in 
Study 1. First, positive emotions (joy, hope, and satisfaction) decreased steadily throughout 
the experiment. Second, whereas participants were relatively anxious and fearful before 
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starting the task, these emotions slowly decreased and disappeared almost entirely by T3. In 
a similar vein, arousal and nervousness, very high at T1 and T2, dropped dramatically at T3.  
Finally, the increase in the hypothesized attribution emotions, and especially the anger 
emotions, was again most important between T1 and T2. The two newly added emotions, 
stress and disappointment, also served as manipulation checks for the induction procedure. 
First, stress increased significantly between T1 and T2 and then dropped strongly between 
T2 and T3 and could therefore be seen as yet another indicator that the actual test situation 
was stressful and engaging. Second, disappointment increased between T1 and T2 and even 
more between T2 and T3. According to van Dijk and Zeelenberg (2002), disappointment is 
strongly linked to the appraisal of “unexpectedness”, and authors such as Weiner (1986) 
suggest that attribution processes are particularly stimulated by unexpected failure 
situations. Overall, the emotions patterns therefore indicate that the induction method was 
successful in providing the conditions to study individual differences in anger and 
attribution emotions. 
 
Between-subject main effects 
 
The repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 4.4 shows that Internals generally reported 
higher mean frustration, shame, and guilt than Externals throughout the experimental 
situation. Externals reported overall higher mean satisfaction than Internals. Whether these 
differences are due to higher intensity between the two groups or because a greater number 
of Internals reported these emotions than Externals can only be determined with the more 
detailed analyses below. We will therefore not interpret these differences any further at this 
point. 
 
Within-subject interaction effects 
 
The repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 4.4 show that there was an overall interaction 
effect between emotion and explanatory style for guilt, sadness, nervousness, and 
disappointment. The effect sizes for these differences are, however, very low and should not 
be overly interpreted. In order to understand the exact nature of these differences, the 
contrast effects in Table 4.5 and means in Table 4.6 need to be consulted. Internals reported 
a larger increase in frustration, guilt, and disappointment between T1 and T2 than Externals. 
Between T2 and T3 Internals reported a stronger increase in sadness and a larger decrease in 
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nervousness than Externals. In summary, the results seem to replicating the finding in Study 
1 that Internals generally report more negative emotions than Externals. Also notable is that 
major negative emotion differences between groups is for two of the predicted attribution 
emotions and that the primary increase in these emotions is between T1 and T2, as would be 
expected.  
 
Examining differences between groups within each measurement point 
 
The within-subject interaction effects above showed whether there was a significant 
increase or decrease in the type of emotion intensity reported by Internals or Externals from 
one measurement point to the next. Although the relative increase or decrease between 
measurement points might be an indicator of how each situation affected Internals and 
Externals differently, it does not allow us to determine if there were significant emotion 
differences within a particular emotion point. The remaining analyses will therefore look at 
each measurement point separately, because we expect appraisals and the related emotions 
to refer primarily to a particular situation29 (e.g., T1 = pre-test anticipation, T2 = post-test 
evaluations, and T3 = dealing with the low score on the test). In other words, explanatory 
style should influence the appraisal of a particular situation, which in turn should influence 
emotions within that situation.  
 
These differences between Internals and Externals were first examined using a series of 
independent t-tests30. Because participants had 19 emotions to choose from, we used a 
Bonferonni correction to determine significant differences between groups31. As predicted, 
the general pattern of responses between Internals and Externals was very similar at T1. The 
major differences between personality groups again occurred at T2 where Internals reported 
more frustration (t(38) = -3.074, p < 0.003) than Externals. At T3, the pattern of responses 
was again very similar for the two groups. Therefore, in accordance with the between-
subject interaction effects for the repeated measures ANOVA above, the strongest overall 
differences in reported emotion intensity between Internals and Externals exists for 
frustration at T2.  In other words, Internals were much more frustrated by the test situation 
(T2) than Externals.   
                                                 
29 Correlations also confirmed that emotions and appraisals were primarily correlated within measurement 
point and not across measurement points.  
30 Because we only had two groups, other posthoc tests were not applicable. 
31 Bonferroni correction: .05 / 19 = p =.003.   
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 Similar to Study 1, the preliminary analyses of Study 2 indicated that emotion variables, and 
especially negative emotions, were not normally distributed. We therefore conducted chi-
square analyses on emotions within each measurement point to test if Internals or Externals 
more frequently reported the predicted emotions, independently of intensity level. All 
emotions were first transformed into binary variables32, and then 2 (presence or absence of 
emotion) by 2 (Internal vs. Externals) chi-square analyses were conducted for each emotion. 
Table 4.7 below indicates the number of Externals and the number of Internals that reported 
a particular emotion at each time point. 
 
Table 4.7: Number of Internals and Externals that reported each emotion 
Measurement point  T1   T2   T3  
Group Externals Internals Total Externals Internals Total Externals Internals Total 
Emotion          
Anger 1 1 2 4 10 14 3 10 13 
Irritation 4 3 7 14 16 30 12 14 26 
Frustration 2 4 6 14 21 35 13 20 33 
Contempt 2 2 4 1 3 4 2 2 4 
Shame 0 3 3 0 5 5 4 9 13 
Guilt 1 3 4 4 13 17 6 15 21 
Embarrassment 13 13 26 10 16 26 5 10 15 
Sadness 3 2 5 2 4 6 6 13 19 
Joy  24 25 49 24 21 45 21 12 33 
Satisfaction 22 20 42 25 23 48 18 10 28 
Hope 25 24 49 23 23 46 2 8 10 
Aroused 23 25 48 23 23 46 4 7 11 
Nervous 22 21 43 18 21 39 4 3 7 
Anxiety 18 22 40 10 17 27 2 2 4 
Stress 22 24 46 18 24 42 3 5 8 
Fear 20 18 38 9 7 16 0 2 2 
Surprise 19 16 35 14 17 31 16 16 32 
Disappointment 2 1 3 12 22 34 25 23 48 
Disgust  0 2 2 2 3 5 7 7 14 
Totals 223 229 452 227 289 516 153 188 341 
Note. All emotion variables were transformed into binary variables indicating the presence or absence of the emotion. The 
highlighted squares indicate which emotions were significantly different for the two groups. The actual chi-square 
results can be found in the text. 
 
As predicted, and similar to the t-test results above, there were no group differences at T1. 
At T2, Internals more frequently reported frustration (χ² (1, 50) = 4.667, p < .05), shame (χ² 
                                                 
32 Emotions were originally reported on a scale of 1 (did not experience this emotion) to 9 (experienced this 
emotion very strongly).  To create the binary variable, the variables were recoded so that a score 1 = 0 (did not 
report the emotion) and scores ranging from 2 until 9 were recoded into 1 (reported this emotion).   
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(1, 50) = 5.556, p < .05), guilt (χ² (1, 50) = 7.219, p < .01), anxiety (χ² (1, 50) = 3.945, p < 
.05), stress (χ² (1, 50) = 5.357, p < .05), and disappointment (χ² (1, 50) = 9.191, p < .01) than 
Externals. At T3, Internals reported more anger (χ² (1, 50) = 5.094, p < .05), frustration (χ² 
(1, 50) = 4.367, p < .05), guilt (χ² (1, 50) = 6.650, p < .01), sadness (χ² (1, 50) = 4.160, p < 
.05), and hope (χ² (1, 50) = 4.500, p < .05)  than Externals. Externals reported more joy (χ² 
(1, 50) = 7.219, p < .01) and satisfaction (χ² (1, 50) = 5.195, p < .05) than Internals at T3. In 
other words, although the independent t-test showed that the only significantly different 
between groups was for frustration at T2, the many significant χ² results indicate that 
Internals may have a tendency to report more negative emotions that Externals, albeit at a 
low intensity. In order to test if Internals generally report more negative emotions than 
Externals, we again conducted chi-squares analyses to examine the overall number of 
positive and overall number of negative emotions reported by Externals and Internals at 
each time point. These analyses showed that Externals generally reported more positive 
emotions than Internals at T3 (χ² (3, 50) = 8.596, p < .05). When including only the 
hypothesized negative emotions in the analysis (anger, irritation, frustration, contempt, 
sadness, shame, guilt, and embarrassment) then Internals report significantly more negative 
emotions at T2 than Externals (χ² (7, 50) = 16.055, p < .05).  
 
In summary, there were group differences for both emotion intensity and emotion counts at 
T2, group differences for emotion counts at T3, and no group differences at T1. As 
predicted, Internals report self-focused emotions more frequently than Externals, (shame and 
guilt at T2 and guilt at T3). Contrary to our predictions, but conform with the results from 
Study 1, Internals also report other-focused emotions more frequently than Externals 
(frustration at T2 and frustration and anger at T3). In addition, Internals are more prone to 
generally report negative emotions than Externals, which may also be due to the tendency of 
Internals to general report more types of emotions than Externals at T2 and T3 (see the total 
scores on the bottom of Table 4.7). 
 
Examining predicted differences at T2 and T3 
 
We will now turn to a more detailed examination of T2 and T3, where we predicted specific 
differences in attribution and emotions between the two groups to occur. The remaining 
analyses will focus on the three positive (hope, satisfaction, and joy) and the eight predicted 
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negative emotions (anger, irritation, frustration, contempt, sadness, embarrassment, shame, 
and guilt). Because contempt was only reported four times, we also decided to eliminate this 
emotion from the analysis. To determine if we could further reduce the emotion variables, 
we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis with Varimax Rotation on the nine retained 
emotions at T2 and at T3. We expected three factors to emerge – the three positive 
emotions, the three other-directed emotions (anger, irritation, and frustration), and the three 
self-directed emotions (shame, guilt, embarrassment). We also expected that sadness would 
load with the three self-directed emotions. The criterion to determine the adequacy of the 
factors included Eigenvalues over 1 and inspection of the scree plot. Results, including 
Eigenvalues, percent of variance explained, and loadings, can be found in Table 4.8.    
 
Table 4.8: Results of the Principal Component Analysis of nine emotions at T2 and T3 
T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
  Component   Component 
 1 2 3  1 2 3 
Total 3.02 2.05 1.93  Total 3.33 2.15 1.55
% of Variance 30.15 20.49 19.34  % of Variance 33.31 21.51 15.53
Cumulative % 30.15 50.65 69.99  Cumulative % 33.31 54.83 70.36
Shame  0.86   Shame 0.93   
Sadness 0.86   Guilt 0.87   
Guilt  0.85   Sadness 0.82   
Embarrassment  0.72   Embarrassment 0.81   
Anger  0.46   Satisfaction  0.89  
Irritation  0.86  Hope  0.82  
Frustration  0.86  Joy  0.79  
Joy   0.84 Irritation   0.91
Hope   0.81 Frustration   0.56
Satisfaction   0.67 Anger   0.54
 
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
Contrary to Study 1, the factor analysis in this study quite closely matched our prediction.  
However, because anger loaded together with the self-focused emotions at T2, which was 
contrary to expectations, and in order to compare results with Study 1, we again decided to 
conduct analyses on each emotion separately. 
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Individual differences in appraisal 
 
We postulated that differences in emotion response between Internals and Externals would 
be due to differences in the types of appraisals that these two groups would make, and 
predicted that Externals would be significantly more likely to make external attributions 
than Internals at T2 and T3, and that Internals would make significantly more internal 
attributions than Externals at T2 and T3. Table 4.9 presents the means and standard 
deviations of the causal attribution questions.  
 
Table 4.9:  Means and standard deviations of all causal attribution variables 
 Totals Externals Internals 
Attribution questions M SD M SD M SD 
Cause: self (2) 5.48 1.43 5.84± 1.03 5.12 1.69 
Cause: self (3) 6.10 1.23 6.12± 1.17 6.08 1.32 
Cause: self intentional (2) 4.30 2.04 4.40± 1.87 4.20 2.24 
Cause: self intentional (3) 3.28 1.89 3.40± 1.80 3.16 1.99 
Cause: partner (2) 5.52 1.47 5.80± 1.08 5.24 1.76 
Cause: partner (3) 5.46 1.58 5.36 1.68 5.56± 1.50 
Cause: partner intentional (2) 4.46 2.23 4.24 2.01 4.68± 2.46 
Cause: partner intentional (3) 3.20 1.90 3.20 1.76 3.20 2.06 
Responsibility: self vs. partner (2) 5.00 0.99 4.76 0.93 5.24± 1.01 
Better performance with another (2) 3.42 1.85 3.36 1.75 3.48± 1.98 
Better performance with another (3) 4.56 1.94 5.04± 1.74 4.08 2.04 
Cause: chance (2) 3.38 2.05 3.12 1.96 3.64± 2.14 
Cause: chance (3) 3.70 2.04 3.76± 2.11 3.64 2.02 
Note. ± indicates which of the two means for a given variable is higher so that trends can be more easily seen. 
 
To determine if the questions were successful in capturing differences between the two 
groups, we first carried out a series of independent t-tests. None were significant. In 
addition, the general trend of the questions was not always in the anticipated directions.  For 
example, Externals rated cause: self and cause: self intentional higher than Internals at both 
T2 and T3, whereas Internals rated cause: partner (3), cause: partner intentional (2), and 
responsibility: self vs. partner (2) higher than Externals. Similar to Study 1, the hypothesis 
that explanatory style has a simple and direct influence on causal attributions is therefore 
not verified. The relationship between personality, appraisal, and emotion is based upon 
more complex relationships. 
 
According to the literature review, the most important causal attribution question for anger 
is blame (Averill, 1982; Scherer, 2001), and we included both indirect and direct blaming 
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variables in this study. As already stated, there were no group differences on the variable 
better performance with another (indirect blame) within a particular time point. However, 
Table 4.9 indicates another possible effect. Indeed, as shown in Figure 1.1, Externals and 
Internals have similar means on this question at T2, with Internals giving slightly higher 
ratings than Externals. At T3, both groups give much higher ratings on this question, and 
this time Externals giver higher mean ratings than Internals. We therefore decided to test 
these apparent group differences between T2 and T3 using a repeated-measures ANOVA 
and found a significant interaction (F (1,38) = 4.090, p < .05, η² = .080).     
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Mean scores on the question 
« Better performance with 
another » (indirect blame) for 
Internals and Externals at T2 
and T3. 
 
We then examined the direct, binary blame question at T3, which asked “Who do you blame 
most for the score you received on this test: your partner, or yourself?” The responses 
showed a similar, but non-significant pattern: 4 of the 25 Externals, and 2 of the 25 Internals 
were willing to blame the partner directly. Although this finding would need to be replicated 
before making any firm conclusions, it does currently appear that, compared to Internals,  
Externals are more likely to report a stronger increase in indirect blaming behavior between 
T2 and T3 and are more likely to engage in both indirect and direct blaming behaviors at 
T3. 
 
The personality – attribution – emotion relationship 
 
The overall hypothesis of our study was that explanatory style would influence attributions, 
which in turn would explain anger emotions or internal emotions. We therefore conducted a 
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hierarchical regression to determine if cognitive appraisal could predict emotions beyond 
that afforded by explanatory style. As a first step explanatory style was entered into the 
equation and as a second step the five most fundamental causal attribution questions (cause: 
self; cause: self intentional; cause: partner; cause: partner intentional; cause: chance).  
Contrary to Study 1, we also added the indirect blaming variable because of the significant 
repeated-measures ANOVA in the section above. Table 4.10 presents the results of this 
analysis for anger, irritation and frustration at T2 and T3 and Table 4.11 the results for 
sadness, guilt, shame, and embarrassment at T2 and T3.  
 
 Table 4.10: Hierarchical regressions for the anger emotions 
  
 T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
 Anger Irritation Frustration Anger Irritation Frustration 
STEP 1 β β β β β β 
Attribution 
Style Group .167 .157 .406** .200 .012 .280* 
R² .028 .025 .165** .040 .000 .078* 
STEP 2       
Attribution 
Style Group .260 .238 .521*** .234 -.018 .270 
Cause: self .112 -.287 -.174 -.086 .168 .228 
Cause: self 
intentional .520 .285 .697* .564 -.312 .180 
Cause: partner -.045 .582* .343 .117 -.118 -.282 
Cause: partner 
intentional -.716 -.431 -.462 -.608 -.063 -.320 
Cause : chance .153 .036 -.160 -.077 -.008 -.025 
Indirect blame .097 .311* .222 .037 -.081 -.168 
R² .207 .267 .399** .090 .185 .262 
∆ R² .179 .242* .235* .050 .185 .183 
Note. The  R² and ∆ R² results are shown in italics;  * p<.05 ; **p<.01 ;***p<.001 
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 Table 4.11: Hierarchical regressions for the self-focused emotions 
  
 T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
 Sad Shame Guilt Embar Sad Shame Guilt Embar 
STEP 1 β β β β β β β β 
Attribution 
Style Group .105 .276 .375** .087 .267 .270 .380** .257 
R² .011 .076 .008 .071 .073 .141** .144** .066 
STEP 2         
Attribution 
Style Group .043 .187 .308* -.149 .269* .282* .412*** .226 
Cause: self .099 .377 .135 .249 .288* .346* .426** .274* 
Cause: self 
intentional -.303 -.642 -.615 -1.30*** -.203 -.001 -.375 .125 
Cause: 
partner -.175 -.426 .013 -.264 -.655*** -.536*** -.523*** -.596** 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional 
.305 .655 .538 1.41*** .260 .101 .311 -.108 
Cause : 
chance .011 .029 .129 .366* .060 .145 .132 .219 
Indirect 
blame .202 .050 .109 -.131 -.134 -.128 .046 -.353** 
R² .068 .151 .235 .340** .441*** .346** .437** .493*** 
∆ R² .057 .076 .095 .332** .370*** .273* .293** .427*** 
Note. The  R² and ∆ R² results are shown in italics;  * p<.05 ; **p<.01 ;***p<.001 
 
In Step 1, as indicated by the significant Betas and R² values, attribution style, by itself, was 
only a significant predictor for frustration and guilt at T2 and T3. This finding also confirms 
the between and within-subject effects found in the repeated-measures ANOVA for 
emotions and attribution style across measurement points above. In Step 2, the addition of 
the appraisal and blame variables explains significantly more variance than the personality 
differences alone, and in come cases clarifies the relationship between personality and 
emotion. First, seven of the fourteen emotion regressions showed a significant R² change 
when the appraisals were added to the equation. Second, most of the appraisals that had 
significant Betas were in accordance with the predictions made by appraisal theory (Scherer, 
2001). Thus, irritation at T2 was positively related to causality directed at the partner and to 
indirect blame; whereas sadness, shame, guilt, and embarrassment at T3 were positively 
related to causality self and negatively related to causality partner. Embarrassment was also 
negatively related to indirect partner blame.  Finally, the most important difference between 
Internals and Externals (according to both the intensity t-tests and the frequency chi-squares 
above) was for frustration at T2. Although this finding was contrary to our expectations, the 
hierarchical regression again offers a possible explanation. Indeed, frustration is highly 
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related to causality self. Therefore, it may be that Internals are reporting significantly more 
frustration at the self than Externals, similarly to Study 1, in which Internals seem to be 
reporting significantly more anger at the self. This again partially supports the relationship 
between personality and attribution (internals make more internal attributions), but not 
between attribution and anger (external attribution related to anger). The possible object of 
anger will be examined in the final results section.   
 
The object of anger  
 
In our final analysis we wished to determine if Internals or Externals reported different 
objects for the three anger emotion: anger, irritation, and frustration. We therefore selected 
only those participants that had reported one or more of the anger emotions at T2 or at T3. 
Table 4.12 shows the number of Externals and Internals that reported simple or multiple 
anger emotions at these two measurement points.   
 
Table 4.12 : Number of anger emotions reported by each 
group per time point 
 Number of anger emotions reportedª  
T2 0 1 2 3 Total 
Externals 8 5 7 5 25 
Internals 4 4 9 8 25 
Total 12 9 16 13 50 
T3      
Externals 8 8 7 2 25 
Internals 3 7 9 6 25 
Total 11 15 16 8 50 
Note. ª the number of individuals that reported either no anger  
(no, irritation, frustration, or anger) emotions (0), one of these emotions (1), 
two of these emotions (2), or all three (3). 
 
We first wanted to determine if Externals and Internals reporting anger emotions would also 
report different types of causal attributions. We therefore plotted the six causal attribution 
questions onto each of the anger emotions and visually examined the trends33. Appendix 26 
and Appendix 27 show that, similar to Study 1, Externals are more likely than Internals to 
name the partner as the primary object of their anger at T2 and T3, whereas Internals are 
more likely than Externals to name themselves. The results are slightly different for 
irritation and frustration. At T2, both Internals and Externals are reporting slightly more 
                                                 
33 We were not able to find statistically significant differences, perhaps because the sample sizes for each 
anger emotion were too small.  
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causality directed towards the partner, and at T3 both Internals and Externals are more likely 
to report more causality directed at the self. The combined results in Appendix 28 confirm 
this overall trend. Although these are only weak, indirect measures concerning the 
relationship between causal attributions and anger emotions, it seems that both Internals and 
Externals are more likely to be angry at the partner at T2 and angry at the self at T3. 
 
At the end of the questionnaires at T2 and T3, participants who had reported anger, 
irritation, or frustration on the 9-point emotion rating were also directly asked to specify the 
object of these emotions (the partner, the self, or other factors that were to be specified) by 
ranking the choices from the most important to the least important (1 = the most important 
object; 2 = the second most important object; and 3 = the least important object). Table 4.13 
displays the number of Externals and Internals who, for each of the three emotions, gave a 
particular rank for a specific object. Thus, for example, the first line in the table indicates 
that at T2, one External and one Internal ranked the partner as the primary object of their 
anger, three Externals and three Internals ranked the partner in second position, and one 
External and five Internals ranked the partner as being the least important object of their 
anger34. The table reports the rankings for each emotion and object separately, listing the 
count and adjusted residuals. Indeed, whereas standard residuals reflect the difference 
between observed and expected frequencies, adjusted residuals can help identify the 
particular categories responsible for a significant chi-square, because they tend to be 
normally distributed with mean 0 and standard deviation 1. In consequence, from a 
comparison of the absolute values of the adjusted residuals with the 5% or 10% standard 
normal deviate, namely, 1.96 or 2.54, one obtains an estimate on which of the adjusted 
residuals in the table can be meaningfully interpreted (Everitt, 1977, pp. 46-47).  Because 
we were interested in the general tendency of Internals and Externals on the object of the 
anger emotions, and because the individual cells of single emotions were sometime quite 
small, we also created sum scores. These sum scores indicate the total number of Externals 
and Internals who, for example, ranked the partner as the primary object of their anger 
emotions across all anger emotions and each measurement point and across both 
measurement points35. Finally, we calculated chi-squares for each of the emotion objects 
                                                 
34 Thus by adding the counts for each group, it is possible to determine that 4 Externals and 9 Internals 
reported anger at T2. 
35 Most participants who reported two or three anger emotions were not consistent in how they ranked the 
object of these emotions.  Therefore, their responses on each emotion are treated as though they were separate 
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separately, as well as for the sum scores. The separate chi-squares are used to estimate the 
significance of the association within the table, and the adjusted residuals for the individual 
emotions provide some indication concerning the strength, location, or direction of the 
relationship within a particular emotion category. Although all frequencies and adjusted 
residuals for the individual emotions are listed, we will only discuss those where the chi-
square is significant.  
 
Table 4.13: The object of the reported anger emotion 
    Externals Internals Chi-Square 
 Ranking 1 2 3 1 2 3  
T2         
Anger: cause = partner  Count 1 3 1 1 3 5 n.s. 
 ARª 0.5 1 -1.3 -0.5 -1 1.3  
Anger: cause = self  Count 2 1 2 6 3 0 n.s. 
 AR -1 -0.5 2 1 0.5 -2  
Anger: cause = external  Count 2 1 2 2 3 4 n.s. 
 AR 0.7 -0.5 -0.2 -0.7 0.5 0.2  
Irritation: cause = partner Count 2 9 3 3 9 4 n.s. 
 AR -0.3 0.4 -0.2 0.3 -0.4 0.2  
Irritation: cause = self  Count 6 4 4 9 5 2 n.s. 
 AR -0.7 -0.2 1.1 0.7 5 2  
Irritation: cause = external Count 6 1 7 4 2 10 n.s. 
 AR 1 -0.5 -0.7 -1 0.5 0.7  
Frustration: cause = partner  Count 0 10 5 0 10 11 n.s. 
 AR 0 1.1 -1.1 0 -1.1 1.1  
Frustration: cause = self  Count 7 4 4 15 6 0 χ ²  (2, 36) =6.49* 
 AR -1.5 -0.1 2.5 1.5 0.1 -2.5  
Frustration: cause = external  Count 8 1 6 6 5 10 n.s. 
 AR 1.5 -1.4 -0.5 -1.5 1.4 0.5  
Sum rankings T2         
Partner Count 3 22 9 4 22 20 n.s. 
Self Count 15 9 10 30 14 2 χ ²  (2) =9.831** 
Other External Count 16 3 15 12 10 24 n.s. 
         
T3         
Anger: cause = partner  Count 0 2 1 0 7 3 n.s. 
 AR 0 -0.1 0.1 0 0.1 -0.1  
Anger: cause = self Count 1 1 1 9 1 0 n.s. 
 AR -2 1 1.9 2 -1 -1.9  
Anger: cause = external  Count 2 0 1 1 2 7 n.s. 
 AR 2 -0.8 -1.1 -2 0.8 1.1  
Irritation: cause = partner Count 2 6 4 0 9 4 n.s. 
  AR 1.5 -1 0.1 -1.5 1 -0.1  
                                                                                                                                                      
entries.  By listing both the separate emotions and sum scores it becomes possible to determine how 
personality affected individual emotions and to measure overall trends.     
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Irritation: cause = self  Count 3 4 5 11 2 0 χ ²  (2, 25) = 10.22** 
 AR -3 1 2.6 3 -1 -2.6  
Irritation: cause = external Count 7 2 3 2 2 9 n.s. 
 AR 2.2 0.1 -2.2 -2.2 -0.1 2.2  
Frustration: cause = partner  Count 0 7 6 0 14 6 n.s. 
 AR 0 -0.9 0.9 0 0.9 -0.9  
Frustration: cause = self  Count 7 5 1 19 1 0 χ ²  (2, 33) = 8.08* 
 AR -2.8 2.4 1.3 2.8 -2.4 -1.3  
Frustration: cause = external Count 6 1 6 1 5 14 χ ²  (2, 33) = 8.33* 
 AR 2.8 -1.3 -1.4 -2.8 1.3 1.4  
         
Sum rankings T3         
Partner Count 2 15 11 0 30 13 n.s. 
Self Count 11 10 7 39 4 0 χ ² (2) = 23.13*** 
Other External Count 15 3 10 4 9 30 χ ² (2) = 16.92*** 
         
Sum Rankings Overall         
Partner Count 5 37 20 4 52 33 n.s. 
Self Count 26 19 17 69 18 2 χ ² (2) = 18.15*** 
Other External Count 31 6 25 16 19 54 χ ² (2) = 18.21*** 
Note. ª AR = Adjusted Residuals; *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001; n.s. = not significant 
 
The sum rankings at T2 and T3 indicate that Internals were significantly more likely to 
name themselves as the primary object of their anger. Externals, on the other hand, were 
significantly more likely to name the category other external factors as the primary object 
of their anger at T3. The overall sum rankings also confirmed that Internals are significantly 
more likely to name themselves as the primary object of their anger whereas Externals were 
most likely to name other externals factors. From the frequency ratings it seems that both 
Internals and Externals most often ranked the partner in second place. Due to small number 
of cells in most of the individual chi-squares, only four of them, one at T2 and three at T3, 
were significant. At T2, the adjusted residuals indicate that Internals were particularly likely 
to rank themselves as primary and secondary object of frustration and never in third 
position, whereas Externals ranked themselves in first, second, and third position. At T3, the 
same kind of pattern emerged, Internals were particularly likely to name themselves in first 
position, whereas Externals ranked themselves in all three positions. Finally, Externals were 
particularly likely to name other external factors as the primary object of their frustration. In 
summary, Internals appear to be mostly angry with themselves and Externals are most likely 
to be angry at other external factors.  
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4.5 Discussion 
 
The major purpose of the second study was to improve the emotion induction procedure, to 
replicate some of the results of Study 1, and to examine the questions pertaining to the 
object of anger. Generally speaking, the emotion induction cover story and the nature of the 
social intelligence test was believable, the task was evaluated as goal relevant, ambiguous, 
and stressful enough to stimulate causal search, and participants reported similar emotions 
as in Study 1. The results concerning the anger emotions were contrary to our hypotheses 
but conform to the results in Study 1. Finally, the results concerning appraisal mediation and 
the object of anger largely confirmed the personality – appraisal – emotion relationship for 
Internals, and gave new insights concerning blaming and anger.  
 
Similar to Study 1, attribution style “activation” (Mischel & Shoda, 1995, 1998) should not 
have been relevant at T1, should have been most relevant at T2, and to have been somewhat 
relevant at T3. The appropriateness of this model and the success of the induction method 
were again supported by the results. In particular, there were no differences between 
personality groups at T1. The two groups were equally interested and motivated to 
participate, reported similar effort, and reported no significant differences in type of 
emotion reported or emotion intensity. We can therefore conclude that attribution style was 
not activated at baseline (T1). The most important emotion intensity differences between 
groups was at T2, although this time the only intensity difference was for frustration, 
whereas in Study 1 it had been for anger and irritation. Despite the difference in emotion 
label, is notable that the difference was again only for the anger emotions. At T3, there were 
no significant differences in emotion intensity between groups, although there were 
differences in the number and type of emotions reported.    
We had expected Internals to report more of the self-directed or internal emotions than 
Externals, and Externals to report more of the other-directed anger emotions. This 
hypothesis was again only partially confirmed. In particular, Internals generally reported 
more intense shame and guilt throughout the experimental situation and more frequently 
reported shame and guilt at T2 and guilt and sadness at T3 than Externals. However, 
Internals also generally reported more frustration throughout the experiment, reported more 
intense frustration at T2, and reported anger and frustration more frequently at T3 than 
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Externals. Again, these results are partially due to a general negativity bias of Internals, or a 
general tendency of Internals to report negative emotions. For example, compared to 
Externals, Internals also reported significantly more anxiety, stress, and disappointment at 
T2. In summary, we found that Internals generally reported more negative emotions than 
Externals at T2 and that Externals generally reported more positive emotions at T3.  
The appraisal questions may also partially explain why Externals are not reporting more 
anger emotions. First, we expected Externals to report more anger emotions than Internals if 
they also report more external attributions towards the partner (blame). Similar to Study 1, 
we found no direct significant differences between Internals and Externals concerning any 
of the attribution questions. Contrary to the first study, however, we also did not find that 
the overall means of Internals and Externals were in the expected direction (e.g., Internals 
did not report more internal attributions and Externals did not report more external 
attributions). The combined results from Study 1 and Study 2 force us to conclude that such 
a direct relationship between personality and attribution does not exist within our 
experimental situation. In addition, the consistent, but non-significant, trend of the 
attribution check questions in Study 1 may have been spurious, and should not be overly 
interpreted.   
 
 
The indirect and direct blaming variable may offer an alternative explanation as to why 
Externals are reporting less anger and other negative emotions than Internals and why they 
may be reporting more positive emotions at T3. In particular, at T3, both Internals and 
Externals have an increased tendency to report that they could have performed better with 
another person compared to T2; however, this increase is significantly higher for Externals. 
The direct blaming question also shows that Externals are slightly more likely to blame the 
partner directly at T3 than Internals. In other words, Externals are significantly more likely 
to blame the partner, both directly and indirectly at T3 than Internals. Because we could not 
find a significant relationship between indirect or direct blaming and anger, we suppose that, 
especially for the indirect blaming, these types of responses may serve as a kind of coping 
strategy to deal with the low score on the social intelligence test and not necessarily as an 
antecedent for anger. The finding further enhances this “coping” interpretation that the 
primary object for anger reported by Externals is not the partner, but rather other externals 
factors. In summary, Externals are significantly more likely to increase in a tendency to 
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blame the partner indirectly for the poor results between T2 and T3, which might explain 
why they also report more positive emotions than Internals when faced with the poor score 
on the task at T3. We will not interpret this finding any further unless we can replicate it a 
third study. 
 
The attribution mediating relationship between personality and emotion confirms the 
predictions made by Scherer (2001) and offers an explanation for the anger emotions that 
goes beyond a general negativity bias for Internals. Indeed, seven of the fourteen emotion 
regressions showed a significant R² change when the appraisals were added to the equation 
and five of these seven emotions confirmed predicted relationships between appraisal and 
emotions. Thus, irritation at T2 was positively related to causality directed at the partner and 
to indirect blame, whereas sadness, shame, guilt, and embarrassment at T3 were positively 
related to causality self and negatively related to causality partner. Embarrassment at T3 
was also negatively related to indirect partner blame. Because respondents were given 
questions concerning all pertinent appraisal dimensions and were given a long list of 
emotions, the strength of these relationships in confirming the appraisal predictions for these 
emotions are particularly impressive.  
 
The findings for frustration at T2 in Study 2 parallel those for anger at T2 in Study 1. In 
particular, frustration is predicted by attribution style and self-blame and thereby seems to 
indicate that the more intense and more frequent reporting of frustration by Internals at T2 is 
related to self-blame. This finding is very similar to Study 1, in which anger at T2 was 
related to attribution style and causality directed at the self. Although the actual label has 
changed from anger to frustration, the combined results suggests that Internals are reporting 
significantly more anger (or frustration) when they are appraising the self as the cause at T2. 
This replication, and the fact that all emotions except embarrassment at T2 were conform to 
appraisal predictions (Scherer, 2001), suggests that this finding may be due to factors other 
than chance.  
 
The questions pertaining to the object of anger confirm that Internals are reporting primarily 
anger at the self and suggest that Externals are primarily reporting anger at other external 
factors. Internals’ self-focus for negative events is the essence of explanatory style as 
measured by the ASQ, and the results from the hierarchical regressions and the object of 
 118
anger confirm this strong relationship. In Study 1, we also speculated that Internals might 
generally be more person-oriented when making attributions than Externals, at least in 
interpersonal, achievement situations, because they made slightly higher intentionality and 
human agency ratings. The results from Study 2 do not allow us to make a strong case for 
this argument. However, the fact that Internals quite clearly name themselves as the primary 
object and place the partner in second place, whereas Externals are particularly likely to 
name other external factors may give some added weight to this consideration and may 
explain why Internals are reporting more anger. Internals may be more person-oriented and 
will therefore consider both the self and other persons as active and intentionally behaving 
agents in an interaction, and thereby a possible object of anger. In summary, our results 
seem to suggest that Internals, while they are reporting more anger than Externals, may be 
reporting a different type of anger than Externals. The results further suggest that anger at 
the self may be a more frequent emotional experience than anger at the partner or at other 
externals factors (such as the experimenter) within such an interpersonal situation.  
 
As expected, Externals are reporting more external anger, although they are much more 
likely to report anger at other external factors than at the partner. Of course, it is also 
possible that Externals rarely named the partner as the primary object of their anger because 
it is not socially desirable to do so. In other words, Externals may have felt anger towards 
the partner, but due to the physical presence of the partner in the room, could have shifted 
the response towards other external factors for impression management reasons (Leary & 
Kowalsky, 1990). Research on social facilitation has shown that the mere presence of 
another person will affect human task performance and physiology (Bond & Titus, 1983).  
Thus, the presence of the interactions partner may have increased respondent’s awareness of 
the other and therefore lead to more socially desirable responding. The next study should 
test the possibility by separating the participants while they fill out the questionnaires at T2 
and T3.  
 
The combined results from Study 1 and Study 2 suggest that there are at least three types of 
anger reported within our interpersonal induction situation: anger at the self, anger at the 
partner, and anger at other external factors. The object of anger has been theoretically 
discussed in the appraisal literature (Smith & Lazarus, 1990) however, usually only other-
blame is associated with anger (Kuppens et al, 2003) because it is thought to occur most 
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frequently. Our study suggests that anger at the self may also be a relatively frequent 
occurrence, at least within interpersonal achievement contexts. This result may not be 
unique; Russell and Fehr (1994) found that respondents rated anger at self fourth on a list of 
32 prototypical subcategories of anger. It may be that anger at the self is a relatively 
frequent or common everyday emotion, even if it is rarely studied empirically.    
 
Examining the literature, one finds that anger at the self, or a somewhat related variant, 
anger in (Spielberger, 1988), is primarily discussed in clinical psychology.  The concept has 
strong origins in psychoanalysis, where depression was often though to be a type of anger 
turned inward (Freud, 1916). In the popular psychology realm, anger at the self is anger that 
you should feel towards someone else and because you are not willing or able to express it, 
or because you are suppressing it, are turning inwards (Tavris, 1989). However, this popular 
conception, similar to the anger-in scale measured by Spielberger (1988), is generally 
concerned with how individuals respond when they are angry – how they deal with anger or 
how they express anger. Do they scream at the person responsible for the anger or hit him or 
her (anger out), do they keep it inside (anger-in), or do they control anger in order to decide 
on the best course of action (anger-control) (Spielberger, 1988; Spielberger et al., 1988; for 
a more recent instruments dealing with anger expression, see Behavioral Anger Response 
Questionnaire, BARQ; Linden et al., 2003). How individuals respond when they are angry 
is of course very important, but it may not be the same thing as being angry at the self 
versus being angry at other people.   
 
It seems premature to conclude that the anger at the self reported by Internals is simply 
anger turned inward, depression, or neuroticism. Perhaps, as already suggested in Study 1, 
Internals with their heightened self-focus are not only feeing guilty and sad (which could be 
related to feelings of helplessness), but are also angry at themselves because they feel that 
they should have done something differently. Indeed, according to appraisal theories, one is 
angry because one believes that the actor could and should have acted differently (Averill, 
1982; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 2001). This anger at the self may therefore play an important 
role, one that will motivate the person not to succumb to the helplessness of the situation but 
to question the failure and to improve performance in the future. Our current results cannot 
provide clear answers to this question and do not allow us to refute that the anger at the self 
may simply be an indicator of depression. However, this is – to our knowledge – the only 
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study that has measured these appraisals and emotions in vivo, and the consistent results in 
Study 1 and Study 2 suggest that it may be worthwhile to take anger at the self out of the 
clinical domain and to examine it within daily experiences. Especially since both the 
appraisal mediation questions and the object of anger questions confirmed that the anger 
reported by many participants might be directed at the self.    
  
In conclusion, the individual difference variable, explanatory style, is able to explain 
systematic appraisal and emotion differences within an interdependent achievement task. In 
addition, by measuring appraisal and emotion processes “on-line” we are able to confirm 
some predictions and to provide new insights concerning the emotion anger. The next study 
will attempt to replicate the results for Internals and for anger at the self as well as to reduce 
data variability by more carefully selecting participants. Most important, we will separate 
participants when they fill out the questionnaires at T2 and T3 in order to determine if the 
findings for Externals in Study 2 were simply due to response bias. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
5 THIRD EXPERIMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
5.1 Overview 
 
The purpose of the third study was to replicate the findings from Study 2, to eliminate some 
of the sources of variability from the data, and to gain a better understanding of blaming. 
We therefore made two small changes to the experimental procedure.  
 
 a.) First, the participant selection procedure was even more stringent than in Study 1 
and Study 2. To eliminate possible confounding variables due to gender and age, only 
female participants between the ages of 18-25 were selected. In addition, although 
participants were again pre-selected if they had scores below 60 and above 80 on the 
CoNeg, a further selection criterion was also added. In particular, students with scores 
falling into the desired range of scores were ranked according to their score on the internal-
external dimension and then based upon the stable and global dimensions. Participants were 
then only selected if: 1.) their overall score for negative situations (CoNeg) was below 60 
(Externals) or above 80 (Internals); and 2.) their scores on the internal-external dimension 
was below 21 (for Externals) and above 30 (for Internals).    
 b.) Second, participants filled out the appraisal and emotion questionnaires at T2 and 
T3 in separate rooms. This change was made to test if participants would feel less inclined 
to respond in socially desirable ways and more likely to blame the partner for the poor 
performance and poor score or more likely to name the partner as the object of their anger. 
5.2 Method 
 
The overall method and procedure of Study 3 was again similar to the one described in 
Chapter 2. Only those elements unique to this study will therefore be described.  
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5.2.1 Recruitment and participants 
 
5.2.2 
 
Two hundred twenty-eight first-year students in a general introductory psychology course 
filled out the ASQ during class time (M = 71.3, SD = 12.7). Female participants between the 
ages of 18-25 with scores above 80 (Internals) and below 60 (Externals) were retained and 
selected if their scores on the internal-external dimension was below 21 (for Externals) and 
above 30 (for Internals). The study was introduced during class time two weeks later, and 
the codes and dates of birth of all potential participants was passed around the lecture room 
to give those students who were on the list the possibility to sign up. Forty participants (all 
female) took part in the study: 20 Internals (Range of scores = 81-99; M = 88.0, SD = 5.3), 
and 2 Externals (Range of scores = 42-60; M = 51.7, SD = 7.2). The students ranged from 
18 to 25 years of age (M = 21.1, SD = 1.5). 
Procedure  
 
Questionnaire phase: The participants came to one of two sessions organized in a seminar 
room at the university to fill out the acquaintanceship and personality questionnaires already 
described in Chapter 2. During this session, participants were also randomly paired with a 
participant whom they did not know, and were asked to sign up for the experimental session 
at a time that suited both of their schedules.   
 
Experimental phase: The experimental phase, which included the individual intelligence test 
and the social intelligence test, was identical to Study 2. The only difference was that 
students were separated after the social intelligence test and asked to fill out the appraisal 
and emotion questionnaires at T2 and T3 in two separate experimentation rooms. One 
participant remained in the room where the experiment had taken place and filled out the 
questionnaire at the round table. All objects related to the test situation were removed from 
the room and the table was cleared. The second participant was brought to an experimental 
room across the hall, which contained a table, a chair and a desk lamp, but no other objects 
or distractions.  
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5.3 Overview of the measures and predictions 
 
The participants filled out questionnaires at three different moments during the experiment:  
T1: in anticipation of the social intelligence test; T2: after the social intelligence test; and 
T3: after receiving the poor score on the test. These questionnaires included manipulation 
check and implication questions, as well as the 19 emotions on a nine-point rating scale 
already described in Chapter 2. All hypotheses were identical to Study 2 (Section 4.3.1 in 
Chapter 4). Appendix 29 also contains a list of variables we included for exploratory 
purposes. 
5.4 Results 
 
5.4.1 
 
Overview of analyses 
 
We will present the analyses in a series of steps. First, we will examine the accuracy and 
normality of the dependent variables. Second, we will examine the manipulation check and 
implication questions to determine if the experimental procedure was taken seriously by the 
participants and considered to be stressful. Third, we will examine if the experimental 
procedure was able to induce different and viable emotions. Fourth, we will examine 
systematic differences between Internals and Externals concerning the predicted emotions 
and attributions at T2 and T3.  Finally, we will test the hypothesis concerning the object of 
anger. 
 
5.4.2 Preliminary analyses 
 
Dependent variables were examined through various SPSS programs in order to check for 
accuracy of data and missing values. We searched for univariate outliers by examining z-
scores and identified variables with scores over 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Similar 
to Study 1 and Study 2, we again found that negative emotion variables had scores that fell 
into this range. Appendix 30 lists all emotion variables ordered in terms of skewness and 
Kurtois. Contrary to Study 1 and Study 2 however, this time there were only 13 emotions 
out of 57 possible emotions across the three measurement points with scores over 3.29.  
Although these findings could be due to chance, they may also be due to the more restrictive 
selection procedure, implemented to reduce unwanted variability in the responses. We then 
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examined the thirteen emotion variables carefully, looking for consistent high or low 
respondents by examining boxplots. We found no consistent respondents and retained all 
participants. 
 
5.4.3 Manipulation check questions and implication 
 
The responses to the manipulation check questions showed that students truly believed that 
they were participating in a study that could affect the career opportunities for 
psychologists. Participants also believed that the social intelligence test and the poor score 
were real. Second, Table 5.1, which displays the means and standard deviation for all 
implication and manipulation check questions, shows that participants thought it was 
important to do well on the task and apparently gave their best effort. For example, 97.5% 
of participants gave a rating of 5 or above (scare ranging from 1 = not at all to 9 = very 
important) on the question “How important is it for you to receive a good result on this 
test?” and 93.5 % of participants gave a rating of 5 or above (scale ranging from 1 = no 
effort to 9 = very best effort) on the question “Do you feel you gave your best effort on this 
task?” In addition, most participants perceived the social intelligence test to be stressful (on 
a nine-point scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 9 = very strongly). In fact, 65 % of 
participants rated the stress level at 5 or above and only 7.5 % gave it a rating of 1 (not at all 
stressful). We interpreted these combined results to mean that our experimental situation 
was successful in inducing the most important prerequisites for engendering emotions (goal 
relevance and implication) and for allowing individual differences to emerge (stress).   
 
Table 5.1: Means and standard deviations of all manipulation check and implication 
variables 
 Overall Internals Externals 
Variable Name SD SD SD M M M 
Importance: self (1) 1.01 0.75 6.60 6.60 1.23 6.60 
Importance: partner (1) 1.00 1.17 0.81 
6.00 
6.95 
5.50 
6.23 6.10 6.35 
Importance: self (2) 6.13 1.59 1.69 6.25 1.52 
Effort: self (2) 7.83 1.74 7.50 1.93 8.15 1.50 
Effort: partner (2) 8.03 1.56 7.90 1.74 8.15 1.39 
Effort: self (3) 7.40 1.96 2.11 7.85 1.73 
Effort: partner (3) 7.63 1.50 7.50 1.36 7.75 1.65 
Test perceived as stressful (2) 5.23 2.14 2.21 4.95 2.09 
Note. All means and standard deviations are based upon raw scores.  All variables were rated on a nine-point scale. 
 
Independent t-tests were conducted to determine if there were significant differences 
between Internals and Externals in the level of implication, effort, or perception of stress.  
 125
We found no differences. Similar to Study 1 and Study 2, we interpreted these combined 
results to mean that our experimental situation was successful in inducing the most 
important prerequisites for engendering emotions (goal relevance and implication) and for 
allowing individual differences to emerge (stress).   
 
5.4.4 Testing the hypotheses 
 
Emotions 
 
                                                
As a next step we examined if the experimental situation was able to induce emotions.  
First, we checked if the procedure had induced different emotions across the three 
measurement points. Second, we checked if Externals or Internals were generally prone to 
report particular emotions across the situations. Finally, we were interested in interaction 
effects. To examine these questions, we conducted separate within-subject repeated-measure 
ANOVAs for each emotion36 across the four measurement points with attribution style as a 
between-subject factor. Table 5.2 gives the means and standard deviations of all emotions at 
each measurement point. Table 5.3 presents the within and between subject effects for each 
emotion, reporting the F value and the η² effect size. Table 5.4 presents the within-subject 
contrasts. Finally, Table 5.5 gives the means of the emotions at each measurement point for 
the two attribution style groups. Based on the results presented in these four Tables, we will 
first interpret the within-subject main effects, then the between-subject main effects, and 
finally the within-subject interaction effects.  
 
36 We eliminated contempt from the analyses, because only three persons reported this emotion. 
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 Table 5.2: Means and standard deviations of all emotions at each measurement point 
 
Measurement point T1 T2 T3 
Emotion M SD M SD M SD 
Anger 1.13 0.65 1.46 1.40 0.81 1.65 
Irritation 1.25 0.90 1.83 2.30 1.91 1.30 
Frustration 1.38 1.29 3.23 2.38 2.35 1.78 
Contempt 1.03 0.16 1.00 0.00 1.20 0.79 
Shame 1.18 0.50 1.45 0.88 2.60 2.36 
Guilt 1.38 1.17 2.10 1.84 2.38 1.88 
Embarrassment 2.18 1.84 2.48 2.04 1.98 1.64 
Sadness 1.20 0.61 1.23 0.73 2.00 1.72 
Joy 5.08 1.72 3.75 2.01 2.03 1.53 
Satisfaction 3.78 1.87 2.70 1.45 1.55 1.01 
Hope 4.50 2.51 3.63 2.20 1.55 1.32 
Aroused 3.80 2.17 3.75 2.38 1.28 0.64 
Nervous 3.68 2.18 4.00 2.39 1.45 1.38 
Anxiety 3.53 2.25 3.65 2.48 1.38 1.39 
Fear 2.78 1.97 2.55 2.12 1.33 1.23 
Surprise 3.15 2.62 2.80 2.00 2.23 1.73 
Disgust 1.00 0.00 1.28 0.96 1.80 1.52 
Stress 3.68 2.13 4.85 2.54 1.48 1.43 
Disappointment 1.18 0.59 3.08 2.28 4.35 2.67 
Note. All means and standard deviations are based on raw scores. 1 = did not experience the emotion; 9 = experienced 
the emotion very strongly 
 
 Table 5.3: Repeated measures ANOVA for all emotions 
 Within-subject effects Between-subject effects
  Measurement point Measurement point x Attgroup¹ Attgroup 
 Df (Huynh-Feldt)² F η² F η² F (df=1) η² 
Emotion        
Anger 1.406 3.106 6.424* 4.162* .099  .145 
Irritation 1.776 6.758** .151 .871  2.170  
Frustration 1.827 13.161*** .257   .829 .302 
Shame 1.346 14.181*** .272 6.550** .147 5.959* .136 
Guilt 1.772 11.612*** .234 3.327* .081 8.639** .185 
Embarrass. 1.918 1.631  .279  2.676  
Sadness 1.378 8.160** .177 5.777** .132 8.470** .182 
Joy  1.901 50.168*** .589   1.178  
Satisfaction 1.586 28.623*** .430 .612  .743  
Hope 1.867 35.745*** .485 .477  .463  
Aroused 2 31.787*** .455 .251  .036  
Nervous 2 36.926*** .493 .627  1.926  
Anxiety 3.124 1.980 30.087*** .442 .740   
Fear 2 16.984*** .309 .564  4.313* .102 
Surprise 2 2.933  .866  3.646  
Disgust 1.674 8.446*** .182 .841  1.448  
Stress 1.270 1.918 52.427*** .580 .815   
Disappoint 1.992 33.027*** .465 .456  .998  
Note. ¹ Attgroup = Attribution style group (Binary variable, 1 = Externals, 2 = Internals) 
²Because the majority of emotions did not meet the sphericity assumption we report the Huynh-Feldt correction for all within-
subject factors.   
 *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001 
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Table 5.4: Between-Subject Contrasts for Emotions 
 
 Time Time * Attgroup¹ 
 T1 vs. T2 T2 vs. T3 T1 vs. T2 T2 vs. T3 
 F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) F (η²) 
Emotion     
Anger 5.286* (.122)    
Irritation 11.885*** (.238)    
Frustration 18.646*** (.329) 7.876** (.172)   
Shame  13.564*** (.263)  7.410** (.163) 
Guilt 21.025** (.183)    
Embarrassment n.s.    
Sadness  9.843** (.206)  7.467** (.164) 
Joy 14.979*** (.263) 48.765*** (.562)   
Satisfaction 9.075** (.193) 32.318*** (.460)   
Hope 9.284** (.196) 31.685*** (.455)   
Aroused  50.949*** (.573)   
Nervous  51.398*** (.575)   
Anxiety  37.686*** (.498)   
Fear  17.553*** (.316)   
Surprise n.s.    
Disgust  7.515** (.165)   
Stress 15.832*** (.294) 75.888*** (.666)   
Disappointment 23.490*** (.382) 13.901*** (.268)   
Note. ¹ Attgroup = Attribution style group (Binary variable, 1= Externals; 2= Internals). The contrasts for the within subjects factors are 
attgroup: repeated contrast. Only the significant values are presented in the Table. Df=1 for all analyses; *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001. 
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Table 5.5 : Means and standard deviations for all emotions per attribution style group 
 
Measurement point T1 T2 T3 
 Externals Internals Externals Internals Externals Internals
Emotions M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Anger  1.00 0.00 1.25 0.91 1.20 0.52 1.60 0.99 1.10 0.45 2.20 1.88 
Irritation 1.00 0.00 1.50 1.24 1.90 1.37 2.70 2.30 1.80 1.54 1.85 1.04 
Frustration 1.00 0.00 1.75 1.77 3.30 2.52 3.15 2.30 2.30 1.89 2.40 1.70 
Contempt 1.05 0.22 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.40 1.10 1.00 0.00 
Shame 1.15 0.49 1.20 0.52 1.35 0.88 1.55 0.89 1.65 1.63 3.55 2.63 
Guilt  1.05 0.22 1.70 1.59 1.45 1.23 2.75 2.12 1.50 1.00 3.25 2.15 
Embarrass. 1.70 1.42 2.65 2.11 2.20 1.85 2.75 2.22 1.55 1.23 2.40 1.90 
Sadness 1.10 0.31 1.30 0.80 1.15 0.37 1.30 0.98 1.25 0.55 2.75 2.15 
Joy  5.25 1.41 4.90 2.00 3.80 2.26 3.70 1.78 2.50 1.85 1.55 0.94 
Satisfaction 3.75 1.74 3.80 2.04 2.85 1.39 2.55 1.54 1.85 1.23 1.25 0.64 
Hope 4.75 2.36 4.25 2.69 3.60 2.04 3.65 2.41 1.85 1.76 1.25 0.55 
Aroused 3.95 2.16 3.65 2.23 3.65 2.32 3.85 2.50 1.35 0.75 1.20 0.52 
Nervous 3.20 2.04 4.15 2.25 3.55 2.16 4.45 2.56 1.30 0.73 1.60 1.82 
Anxiety 2.85 2.01 4.20 2.33 3.20 2.28 4.10 2.63 1.10 0.45 1.65 1.90 
Fear  2.25 1.48 3.30 2.27 1.95 1.70 3.15 2.37 1.00 0.00 1.65 1.69 
Surprise 2.40 2.19 3.90 2.85 2.55 1.64 3.05 2.33 1.80 0.89 2.65 2.23 
Disgust  1.00 0.00 1.00 
4.20 
0.00 1.10 0.45 1.45 1.28 1.55 1.10 2.05 1.85 
Stress 3.15 1.95 2.21 4.75 2.53 4.95 2.61 1.20 0.52 1.75 1.94 
Disappoint. 1.05 0.22 1.30 0.80 2.95 2.46 3.20 2.14 3.90 2.49 4.80 2.82 
Note.  All means and standard deviations are based upon raw scores and all variables were rated on a nine-point scale. 
 
Within-subject main effect of emotions 
 
According to the repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 5.3, there was a main effect of 
measurement point on all emotions, except for embarrassment and surprise. Together with 
the means in Table 5.2 and the within- subject contrasts in Table 5.4, we can determine how 
and when the experimental situation influenced particular emotions. First, between T1 and 
T2, anger, irritation, and frustration but also guilt increased significantly, indicating that the 
experimental situation was again successful in inducing the predicted emotions. During this 
time, joy, satisfaction, and hope also decreased significantly. Finally, both stress and 
disappointment increased significantly. Between T2 and T3, the three positive emotions (joy 
satisfaction, and hope), all the arousal emotions (aroused, nervous, anxiety, fear, and stress), 
and frustration decreased significantly. Disappointment, shame, sadness, and disgust 
increased between T2 and T3. 
 
In summary, the overall emotion effects in Study 3 closely match the general trend found in 
Study 1 and Study 2. First, positive emotions (joy, hope, and satisfaction) decreased steadily 
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throughout the experiment. Second, whereas participants were relatively anxious and fearful 
before starting the task, these emotions slowly decreased and disappeared almost entirely by 
T3. In a similar vein, arousal and nervousness, very high at T1 and T2, dropped dramatically 
at T3. Finally, the increase in the hypothesized attribution emotions, and especially the 
anger emotions, was again most important between T1 and T2. Similar to Study 2, the 
emotions stress and disappointment also served as manipulation checks for the induction 
procedure. First, stress increased significantly between T1 and T2 and then dropped strongly 
between T2 and T3 and could therefore be seen as yet another indicator that the actual test 
situation was stressful and engaging.  Second, disappointment increased between T1 and T2 
and even more between T2 and T3. Overall, the emotions patterns therefore again indicate 
that the induction method was successful in stimulating the types of emotions one would 
expect to study individual differences in anger. 
 
Between-subject main effects 
 
The repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 5.3 show that Internals generally reported 
slightly higher mean anger, shame, guilt, sadness, and fear than Externals throughout the 
experimental situation. Whether these differences are due to higher intensity between the 
two groups or because a greater number of Internals reported these emotions than Externals 
can only be determined with the more detailed analyses below. We will therefore not 
interpret these differences any further at this point. 
 
Within-subject interaction effects 
 
The repeated-measures ANOVAs in Table 5.3 show that there was a very small overall 
interaction effects between emotion and attribution style for shame, guilt, and sadness. In 
order to understand the exact nature of these differences, however, the contrast effects in 
Table 5.4 and means in Table 5.5 need to be consulted, and these show that Internals 
reported a larger increase in shame and sadness between T2 and T3 than Externals.  
 
In summary, Study 3 showed fewer and smaller main and interaction effects of personality 
on emotions across the three situations than Study 1 and Study 2. Although these differences 
may be due to the more controlled selection procedure, or the fact that participants were 
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separated for T2 and T3, these explanations are speculative at best. The more detailed 
analyses below might offer other interpretations.   
 
Differences between groups within each measurement point 
 
 
 
                                                
The within-subject interaction effects above showed whether there was a significant 
increase or decrease in the type of emotion intensity reported by Internals or Externals from 
one measurement point to the next. Although the relative increase or decrease between 
measurement points might be an indicator of how each situation affected Internals and 
Externals differently, it does not allow us to determine if there were significant emotion 
differences within a particular emotion point. The remaining analyses will look at each 
measurement point separately, because we expect appraisals and the related emotions to 
refer primarily to a particular situation37 (e.g., T1 = pre-test anticipation, T2 = post-test 
evaluations, and T3 = dealing with the low score on the test).  In other words, attribution 
style should influence the appraisal of a particular situation, which in turn should influence 
emotions within that situation. 
Differences between Internals and Externals were first examined using a series of t-test with 
Bonferroni correction38. As predicted, the general pattern of responses between Internals 
and Externals was very similar at T1. The major differences between personality groups 
occurred again at T2. Internals reported more guilt (t(38) = -3.302) and sadness (t(28) = -
3.024) and slightly more anger than Externals (t(38) = -2.545, p<.02). At T3, the pattern of 
responses was again very similar for the two groups.   
As a next step we again conducted chi-square analyses on emotions within each 
measurement point to test if Internals or Externals more frequently reported the predicted 
emotions. All emotions were therefore transformed into binary variables39 and 2 (presence 
or absence of emotion) by 2 (Internal vs. Externals) chi-square analyses were performed on 
 
37 Correlations also confirmed that emotions and appraisals were primarily correlated within measurement 
point and not across measurement points.  
38 Bonferroni correction: .05 / 19 = p =.003.   
39 Emotions were originally reported on a scale of 1 (did not experience this emotion) to 9 (experienced this 
emotion very strongly).  To create the binary variable, the variables were recoded so that a score 1 = 0 (did not 
report the emotion) and scores ranging from 2 until 9 were recoded into 1 (reported this emotion).   
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all emotions. Table 5.6 below indicates the number of Internals and Externals that reported 
each emotion per time point. 
 
Table 5.6: Number of Internals and Externals that reported each emotion 
Measurement point  T1   T2  T3   
Group Externals Total Internals Total Internals Externals Total Externals Internals
Emotion          
Anger 2 2 3 7 10 0 1 8 9 
Irritation 0 3 3 8 11 19 5 10 15 
Frustration 0 5 5 12 13 25 9 12 21 
Contempt 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 
Shame 2 3 5 3 7 10 5 13 18 
Guilt 1 5 6 3 11 14 6 14 20 
Embarrassment 7 11 18 8 11 19 5 11 16 
Sadness 2 3 5 3 2 5 4 12 16 
Joy  20 19 39 17 18 35 11 6 17 
Satisfaction 17 15 32 17 13 30 8 3 11 
Hope 18 15 33 15 13 28 5 4 9 
Aroused 17 17 34 14 17 31 4 3 7 
Nervous 15 16 31 17 17 34 4 4 8 
Anxiety 13 17 30 13 15 28 1 3 4 
Stress 16 18 34 18 17 35 3 4 7 
Fear 10 14 24 7 14 21 0 4 4 
Surprise 10 15 25 12 14 26 10 12 22 
Disappointment 1 3 4 12 14 26 16 16 32 
Disgust  0 0 0 1 3 4 5 7 12 
Totals 150 181 331 183 217 400 105 146 251 
Note. All emotion variables were transformed into binary variables indicating the presence or absence of the emotion. The 
highlighted squares indicate which emotions were significantly different for the two groups. The actual chi-square results 
can be found in the text. 
 
At T1, Internals more frequently reported frustration than Externals (χ² (1, 40) = 5.714, p < 
.05). At T2, Internals more frequently reported guilt (χ² (1, 40) = 7.033, p < .01) and fear (χ² 
(1, 40) = 4.912, p < .05) than Externals. Finally, at T3, Internals more frequently reported 
anger (χ² (1, 40) = 7.025, p < .01), shame (χ² (1, 40) = 6.465, p < .01), guilt (χ² (1, 40) = 6.4, 
p < .01), embarrassment (χ² (1, 40) = 3.75, p < .05),  sadness (χ² (1, 40) = 6.667, p < .01), and 
fear (χ² (1, 40) = 4.444, p < .05) than Externals. 
 
These χ² results again seem to indicate that Internals generally report more negative 
emotions than Externals, albeit at a low intensity. We therefore conducted chi-square 
analyses to examine the overall number of positive and negative emotions reported by 
Externals and Internals at each time point. These analyses showed that Internals reported 
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significantly more of the hypothesized negative emotions (anger, irritation, frustration, 
contempt, sadness, shame, guilt, and embarrassment) at T3 than Externals (χ² (7, 40) = 
14.606, p > .05).  
 
In summary, the findings in Study 3 show both similarities and differences to Study 1 and 
Study 2. In particular, although Internals again generally report more negative emotions 
than Externals, the largest differences between groups were found at T3 rather than at T2. In 
addition, although Internals reported more negative emotions, Externals did not report 
positive emotions. To understand why the major differences between groups shifted from 
T2 to T3, we will need to examine carefully the appraisal and emotion questions within 
these two time points. 
 
Examining predicted differences at T2 and T3 
 
We will now turn to a more detailed examination of T2 and T3 where we predicted 
differences in attribution and emotions between the two groups. The remaining analyses will 
only focus on the three positive (hope, satisfaction, and joy) and the eight predicted negative 
emotions (anger, irritation, frustration, contempt, sadness, embarrassment, shame, and 
guilt). Because only three persons reported contempt, we also decided to eliminate this 
emotion from the analysis. In order to determine if we could further reduce the emotion 
variables, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis with Varimax Rotation on the nine 
retained emotions at T2 and at T3. We expected three factors to emerge – the three positive 
emotions, the three other-directed emotions (anger, irritation, and frustration), and the three 
self-directed emotions (shame, guilt, embarrassment). We also expected that sadness would 
load with the three self-directed emotions. The criterion to determine the adequacy of the 
factors included Eigenvalues over 1 and inspection of the scree plot. Results, including 
Eigenvalues, percent of variance explained, and loadings, can be found in Table 5.7.    
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Table 5.7: Results of the Principal Component Analysis of nine emotions at T2 and T3 
 
T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
  Component  Component 
 1 2 3  1 2 3 
Total 2.44 2.20 2.19 Total 3.62 1.98 1.34
% of Variance 24.36 22.01 21.88 13.43% of Variance 36.16 19.81
Cumulative % 24.36 46.36 68.24 Cumulative % 36.16 55.98 69.40
Shame (2) 0.798   Sadness (3) 0.89   
Guilt (2) 0.728   Embarrassment (3) 0.84   
Embarrassment (2) 0.679   Guilt (3) 0.83   
Frustration (2)  0.81  0.592  Shame (3)  
Anger (2)  0.926  Anger (3) 0.63   
Sadness (2)  0.860 0.59   Frustration (3)  
Irritation (2)  0.624  Satisfaction (3)  0.87  
Satisfaction (2)   0.839 Hope (3)  0.87  
Joy (2)   0.759 Joy (3)  0.63  
Hope (2)   0.710 Irritation (3)   0.90
 
Note. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
As predicted and similar to Study 1 and Study 2, satisfaction, joy, and hope formed strong 
positive emotion factors at T2 and T3. The three self-focused emotions (shame, guilt, and 
embarrassment) also loaded strongly onto the same factor. The anger emotions were the 
most surprising. At T2, anger and irritation loaded strongly onto the same factor with 
sadness, and frustration loaded onto the self-focused emotion factor. At T3, all negative 
emotions, except irritation, loaded onto a single factor. Although the relationship between 
anger and sadness was also found in the first two studies, the relationship between irritation 
and sadness was new. Finally, the very strong negative emotion cluster at T3 might be a first 
clue to explain why the significant differences between personality groups changed from T2 
to T3. It is expected that the appraisal and attribution questions below might offer more 
clues to these findings. Given the results of the factor analysis, we again decided not to 
combine the emotions into clusters but to conduct analyses on each emotion separately. 
 
Individual differences in appraisal 
 
We postulated that differences in emotion response between Internals and Externals would 
be due to differences in the types of appraisals that these two groups would make. Table 5.8 
presents the means and standard deviations of the questions measuring causal attribution.  
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Table 5.8:  Means and standard deviations of all causal attribution variables 
 
 Totals Externals Internals 
Attribution questions M SD M SD M SD 
Cause: self (2) 5.35 1.19 5.20 0.70 5.50± 1.54 
Cause: self (3) 5.63 1.43 5.25 1.25 6.00± 1.52 
Cause: self intentional (2) 2.80 2.05 2.95± 2.11 2.65 2.03 
Cause: self intentional (3) 2.35 1.92 2.35 2.03 2.35 1.84 
Cause: partner (2) 5.18 1.24 5.10 0.64 5.25± 1.65 
Cause: partner (3) 5.23 1.19 5.20 1.11 5.25± 1.29 
Cause: partner intentional (2) 2.80 2.04 2.95± 2.11 2.65 2.01 
Cause: partner intentional (3) 2.35 2.02 2.40± 2.26 2.30 1.81 
Responsibility: self vs. partner (2) 4.78 0.77 5.00± 0.65 4.55 0.83 
Better performance with another (2) 3.53 1.81 3.20 1.74 3.85± 1.87 
Better performance with another (3) 5.25 1.72 5.90± 1.07 4.60 2.01 
Cause: chance (2) 3.83 2.43 4.05± 2.52 3.60 2.37 
Cause: chance (3) 3.70 2.08 3.95± 2.50 3.45 1.57 
Note.  ± indicates which of the two means for a given variable is higher so that trends can be more easily seen. 
 
To determine if the questions were successful in capturing differences between the two 
groups, we first carried out a series of independent t-tests. This analysis showed that 
Externals reported higher means for the indirect blame variable better performance with 
another at T3 than Internals (t(38) = 2.55, p < .01). We then conducted a repeated-measures 
ANOVA to determine if there were again significant interaction of attribution style and the 
indirect blaming variable between T2 and T3, as the Figure 5.1 would seem to indicate. 
Similar to Study 2, we found a similar, significant interaction for attribution style and 
indirect blame (F (1, 38) = 14.457, p<.001, η² = .276).   
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Mean scores on the question 
« Better performance with 
another » (indirect blame) for 
Internals and Externals at T2 
and T3. 
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Finally, we examined the direct, binary blame question at T3 and found that 8 of the 20 
Externals and none of the Internals were willing to name the partner as the object of the 
blame (χ ² (1,40) = 10.00, p < .01). Thus, it seems that, compared to Internals, Externals 
were more willing to blame the partner both indirectly and directly at T3.   
 
The personality – attribution – emotion relationship 
 
The overall hypothesis of our study was that attribution style would influence attributions, 
which in turn would explain anger emotions or internal emotions. We therefore conducted a 
hierarchical regression to determine if cognitive appraisal could predict emotions beyond 
that afforded by attribution style. As a first step attribution style was entered into the 
equation and as a second step the five most fundamental causal attribution questions (cause: 
self; cause: self intentional; cause: partner; cause: partner intentional; cause: chance).  
Similar to Study 1, we also added the indirect blaming variable, because it had again yielded 
interesting significant results in the analyses presented in the section above. For similar 
reasons, we also added the direct blaming variable to the regressions conducted for T3.  
Table 5.9 presents the results of this analysis for anger, irritation and frustration at T2 and 
T3 and Table 5.10 the results for sadness, guilt, shame, and embarrassment at T2 and T3.  
 
 Table 5.9: Hierarchical regressions for the anger emotions 
  
 T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
 Anger Irritation Frustration Anger Irritation Frustration 
STEP 1 β β β β β β 
Attribution 
Style Group .250 .212 -.032 .382* .019 .029 
R² .063 .045 .001 .146* .000 .001 
STEP 2       
Attribution 
Style Group 
.183 .127 -.122 .264 .202 -.196 
Cause: self .259 .137 .431 -.296 -.102 .143 
Cause: self 
intentional 
.595** .210 -.349 1.053 -.704 -.847 
Cause: partner -.101 -.356 -.307 .552* -.002 -.114 
Cause: partner 
intentional 
-.509** -.348 .097 -1.012 .858 .974 
Cause : chance .016 -.147 -.304 .201 .028 -.069 
Indirect blame .212 .360* .036 -.317 -.037 -.445* 
Direct blame    .125 -.289 .070 
R² .285 .319 .169 .391* .112 .204 
∆ R² .223 .274 .169 .246 .112 .203 
Note. The R² and ∆ R² results are shown in italics;  * p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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  Table 5.10: Hierarchical regressions for the self-focused emotions 
  
 T2: After the test T3: After receiving the low score 
 Embar Embar Sad Shame Guilt Sad Shame Guilt 
STEP 1 β β β β β β β β 
Attribution 
Style Group .104 .116 .358* .137 .440** .407** .472** .262 
R² .011 .013 .128* .019 .194** .166** .223** .069 
STEP 2         
Attribution 
Style Group .025 .027 .297 .088 .245 .274 .004 .181 
Cause: self .653 .613 .522 
-.094 
-.259 
.425 .205 .304 -.032 -.049 
Cause: self 
intentional 2.577 -.801 .208 -.954 .293 .177 .238 
Cause: 
partner -.587 -.162 -.131 -.105 .282 -.038 .040 .198 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional 
-2.694 .538 -.333 .641 -.091 -.394 -.006 -.271 
Cause : 
chance .176 .014 -.143 .044 -.068 -.120 -.022 .118 
Indirect 
blame .206 .011 -.043 -.164 -.234 -.402* -.622*** 
Direct blame     .050 .065 .098 .074 
R² .225 .255 .236 .337* .465** .359 .372* .431* 
∆ R² .214 .241 .108 .318* .271* .193 .149 .363* 
Note. The R² and ∆ R² results are shown in italics;  * p<. 05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 
                                                
In Step 1, as indicated by the significant Betas and R² values, attribution style is a 
significant predictor for guilt at T2 and for anger, sadness, shame, and guilt at T3.  In Step 2, 
when the five most fundamental causal attribution and the indirect and direct blaming 
variables were added to the equation, the R² remains significant for anger, sadness, and guilt 
at T3 but is no longer significant for guilt at T2 or shame at T3. There are significant R² 
changes for embarrassment at T2 and for sadness and embarrassment at T3. Examining the 
Betas, attribution style is no longer, by itself a significant predictor for any of the 
emotions40. Finally, the addition of the causal attribution and blaming questions refines the 
understanding of the relationship between attribution style and emotions. First, self-blame is 
a strong positive predictor of anger at T2 whereas partner blame was negatively related to 
anger at T2.  Second, the attribution of causality to the partner was positively related to 
anger at T3. Finally, indirect blame was significantly related to irritation at T2 and 
negatively related to frustration, guilt and embarrassment at T3.  
 
40 We checked that this finding was not only due the addition of the direct and indirect blaming variables, and 
analyzed the regressions without these two variables.  Attribution style did not become a significant predictor 
without these two variables in the equation.  
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In summary, the results in Study 3 are quite different from Study 1 and Study 2.  First, the 
anger emotions show an interesting trend. One could call the anger at T2 a strong anger at 
the self, and the anger at T3 a relatively strong anger at the partner. Given the higher ratings 
for partner blame at T3, both in terms of direct and indirect blame, it may be that one first 
feels anger at the self and then anger at a partner. Or perhaps indirect blaming at T3 serves 
as a coping strategy. For example, the fact that indirect blame is negatively related to 
frustration, guilt, and embarrassment in the hierarchical regressions above could indicate 
that not blaming the partner leads to increased negative emotions, or inversely, that indirect 
blaming is related to less negative emotions. This interpretation is further supported by the 
correlations in the Table 5.11 below. In particular, at T2 the indirect blame variable is only 
correlated (positively) with irritation at T2, and therefore is similar to the findings in the 
hierarchical regression results above. At T3, however, indirect blame in negatively 
correlated with almost all of the negative emotions and not correlated with the positive 
emotions. It could be that indirect blame serves as an excuse making coping strategy, and 
reduces negative emotions when receiving negative feedback. The reason this effect came 
out so strongly in Study 3 compared to Study 2 may be that this type of strategy is used 
more in private than when in the presence of another person. We will examine these 
alternative hypotheses and questions in the discussion sections. 
 
Table 5.11: Correlations between indirect blameª and emotions at T2 and T3 
 
 Measurement point 
Emotion T2 T3 
Anger  0.26 -0.38* 
Irritation  0.43** 0.04 
Frustration  -0.01 -0.37* 
Contempt  0.28 
Shame -0.14 -0.44*** 
Guilt  -0.05 -0.49*** 
Embarrassment -0.31 -0.63*** 
Sadness  0.16 -0.46*** 
Joy  -0.15 0.15 
Satisfaction  -0.03 0.14 
Hope  -0.23 0.12 
Aroused  -0.10 0.10 
Nervous  0.15 -0.32* 
Anxiety  0.06 -0.32* 
Stress  -0.02 -0.38* 
Fear  -0.30 -0.43** 
Surprise  -0.13 -0.11 
Disappointment 0.02 -0.48*** 
Disgust  -0.04 -0.43** 
Note. ª the question “Better performance with another?”; * p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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The anger emotions 
 
In our final analysis we again wished to determine if Internals or Externals reported 
different objects for the three anger emotion: anger, irritation, and frustration. Table 5.12 
below shows how many anger emotions (anger, irritation, frustration) were reported by 
Externals and Internals at each time point.  
 
      
Table 5.12 : Number of anger emotions reported by each group per time point 
 
 Number of anger emotions reportedª  
T2 0 1 2 3 Total 
Externals 8 4 5 3 20 
Internals 5 5 4 6 20 
Total 13 9 9 9 40 
T3      
Externals 11 4 4 1 20 
Internals 5 5 5 5 20 
Total 16 9 9 6 40 
Note. ª the number of individuals that reported either no anger (no irritation, frustration, or anger) emotions (0), 
one of these emotions (1), two of these emotions (2), or all three (3). 
 
 
We again first wanted to determine if Externals and Internals reporting anger emotions 
would also report different types of causal attributions. We therefore plotted the six causal 
attribution questions onto each of the anger emotions and visually examined the trends41. 
Appendix 31 and Appendix 32 show that Internals are slightly, but consistently, more likely 
to name themselves, and not the partner or chance, as the primary cause of their anger, 
irritation, and frustration at T2 and T3. Externals are particularly likely to attribute causality 
of anger and irritation at T3 to chance and to report strong indirect blame for anger, 
irritation, and frustration at T3. The combined results in Appendix 33 confirm this overall 
trend. Although these are again only indirect measures concerning the relationship between 
causal attributions and anger emotions, it appears that Internals are more likely than 
Externals to be angry at the self - especially at T3 - whereas Externals are more likely than 
Internals to indirectly blame the partner at T3.     
At the end of the questionnaires at T2 and T3, participants who had reported anger, 
irritation, or frustration on the 9-point emotion rating were again asked to specify the object 
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of these emotions (the partner, the self, or other factors that were to be specified) by ranking 
the choices from the most important to the least important (1 = the most important object; 2 
= the second most important object; and 3 = the least important object). Table 5.13 displays 
the number of Externals and Internals who, for each of the three emotions, gave a particular 
rank for a specific emotion object. The table reports the rankings for each emotion and 
object separately, listing the count and adjusted residuals, and also shows the sum scores for 
T2, T3, and the overall table. Finally, chi-squares were calculated for the individual 
emotions and for all sum scores42 (see section 4.4.4 in Chapter 4 for a complete explanation 
of the table).  
 
 
Table 5.13: The object of reported anger emotion 
    Externals Internals Chi-Square 
 Ranking 1 2 3 1 2 3  
T2         
Anger: cause = partner  Count 3 0 0 0 3 4 χ ² (2, 10) = 10.00 ** 
 ARª 3.2 -1.4 -1.7 -3.2 1.4 1.7  
Anger: cause = self  Count 0 3 0 4 3 0 n.s. 
 AR -1.7 1.7 0 1.7 -1.7 0  
Anger: cause = external  Count 0 0 3 3 1 3 n.s. 
 AR -1.4 -0.7 1.7 1.4 0.7 -1.7  
Irritation: cause = partner Count 6 1 1 2 3 6 χ ² (2, 19) = 6.25* 
 AR 2.5 -0.8 -1.9 -2.5 0.8 1.9  
Irritation: cause = self  Count 1 7 0 5 6 0 n.s. 
 AR -1.5 1.5 0 1.5 -1.5 0  
Irritation: cause = external Count 1 0 7 4 2 5 n.s. 
 AR -1.2 -1.3 1.9 1.2 1.3 -1.9  
Frustration: cause = partner  Count 8 2 2 2 5 7 χ ² (2, 25) = 7.56* 
 AR 2.7 -1.1 -1.8 -2.7 1.1 1.8  
Frustration: cause = self  Count 4 4 4 10 4 0 χ ² (2, 25) = 6.46* 
 AR -1.9 0.3 2.3 1.9 -0.3 -2.3  
Frustration: cause = external  Count 0 6 6 2 5 7 n.s. 
 AR -1.4 0.7 0 1.4 0.7 0  
Sum rankings at T2         
Partner Count 17 3 3 4 11 17 χ ² (2) = 21.53*** 
Self Count 5 14 4 19 13 0 χ ² (2) = 11.02*** 
Other External Count 1 6 16 9 8 15 n.s. 
                                                                                                                                                      
41 We were again  not able to find statistically significant differences, perhaps because the sample sizes for 
each anger emotion were too small.  
42 Although participants who reported two or three anger emotions were more consistent in how they ranked 
the object of these emotions in Study 3 than in Study 2, we again treated the responses on each emotion 
separately.  By listing both the separate emotions and sum scores it becomes possible to determine how 
personality affected individual emotions and to measure overall trends. In addition, this treatment will allow 
comparison of Study 2 and Study 3.     
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T3         
Anger: cause = partner  Count 2 0 0 0 7 1 χ ² (2, 10) = 10.00** 
 AR 3.2 -2.4 -0.5 -3.2 2.4 0.5  
Anger: cause = self Count 0 2 0 7 0 1 χ ² (2, 10) = 10.00** 
 AR -2.4 3.2 -0.5 2.4 -3.2 0.5  
Anger: cause = external  Count 0 0 2 1 1 6 n.s. 
 AR -0.5 -0.5 0.8 0.5 0.5 -0.8  
Irritation: cause = partner Count 3 1 1 0 7 2 χ ² (2, 14) = 7.29* 
  AR 2.6 -2.1 -0.1 -2.6 2.1 0.1  
Irritation: cause = self  Count 2 3 0 8 1 0 χ ² (1, 14) = 3.76* 
 AR -1.9 1.9 0 1.9 -1.9 0  
Irritation: cause = external Count 4 1 1 0 1 7 n.s. 
 AR -0.8 0.5 0.1 0.8 -0.5 -0.1  
Frustration: cause = partner  Count 5 0 4 0 8 4 χ ² (2, 21) = 12.83 *** 
 AR 3 -3.1 0.5 -3 3.1 -0.5  
Frustration: cause = self  3 0 11 1 χ ² (1, 21) = 7.88 ** Count 6 0 
 -2.8 0  AR 2.8 2.8 -2.8 0 
Frustration: cause = external Count 1 3 5 1 3 8 n.s. 
 AR 0.2 0.4 -0.5 -0.2 -0.4 0.5  
         
Partner Count 10 1 5 0 22 7 χ ² (2) = 28.06*** 
Self Count 11 χ ² (2) = 19.33*** 5 0 26 2 1 
Other External Count 1 4 11 3 5 21 n.s. 
Sum Rankings         
Partner Count 27 4 4 8 33 24 χ ² (2) = 45.15*** 
Self Count 10 25 45 15 χ ² (2) = 22.83*** 4 1 
Other External Count 27 12 13 36 2 10 n.s. 
Note.  ª AR = Adjusted Residuals; *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001; n.s. = not significant. 
 
As predicted, and similar to Study 2, Internals were significantly more likely to name 
themselves as the primary object of their anger at T2 at T3. Contrary to Study 2, however, 
Externals were significantly more likely to name the partner as the primary object of their 
anger, and not other external factors as in Study 2. When examining the individual chi-
squares, many of which are significant, a very clear pattern also emerges from the adjusted 
residuals. Indeed, Externals rank the partner as the primary object, themselves as the 
secondary object, and other external factors as the third or last factor. This pattern is less 
extreme for frustration, compared to anger and irritation. Internals, on the other hand, name 
themselves as the primary object, and sometimes place the partner in second place and 
sometimes other external factors in second place. Internals almost never rank themselves in 
third place. In summary, Internals clearly seem to be angry at themselves and are sometimes 
angry with the partner and sometimes angry at other external factors. Externals are most 
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likely to be angry at their partner and sometimes at themselves. The implications of these 
results, and the differences found in Study 2 and Study 3, will be discussed below. 
 
5.5 Discussion 
The third study sought to replicate the results from Study 3, to eliminate some of the 
variability in the results by more carefully selecting participants, and to determine if 
separating the participants at T2 and T3 would influence the blaming and object of anger 
responses. Although the changes introduced to Study 3 were planned to be minimal, the 
results show that they were actually very important. First, the factor structure of the 
emotions changed and some of the major emotion differences between Internals and 
Externals shifted from T2 to T3. Second although Internals still reported more negative 
emotions than Externals, Externals no longer reported more positive emotions. Third, 
Externals were more likely to engage in blaming behaviors – both directly and indirectly – 
and therefore confirmed expectations that separating the participants would allow for better 
access to both direct and indirect partner blaming. Finally, the object of anger for Externals 
shifted from at other external factors to the partner.  
 
 
Despite the differences described above, the emotion induction worked similarly to Study 1 
and Study 2. Generally speaking, the cover story and the nature of the social intelligence test 
were believable, and the task was evaluated as goal relevant, ambiguous, and stressful 
enough to stimulate causal search. Explanatory style “activation” (Mischel & Shoda, 1995, 
1998) was again primarily at T2 in relation to emotion intensity. Contrary to Study 1 and 
Study 2, however, these differences were strongest for guilt and shame, and weaker for 
anger. When we examined the number of Internals and Externals that reported particular 
emotions, we found that Internals reported frustration more frequently at T1 than Externals, 
and most important, there was a major shift from T2 to T3 in the number and type of 
emotion reported.  
 
We had expected Internals to report more of the self-directed or internal emotions than 
Externals, and Externals to report more of the other-directed anger emotions. This 
hypothesis was again only partially confirmed and replicated findings from Study 1 and 
Study 2. In particular, Internals generally reported more intense shame and guilt throughout 
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the experimental situation and more frequently reported guilt and sadness at T2 and shame, 
guilt, embarrassment and sadness at T3 than Externals. However, Internals also generally 
reported stronger anger throughout the experiment than Externals. Again, these results are 
partially due to the general tendency of Internals to report negative emotions; compared to 
Externals, Internals also reported significantly more fear at T2 and T3 and consequently 
reported significantly more negative emotions than Externals at T3. In summary, it seems 
that contrary to Study 2, Internals report more negative emotions than Externals at T3 and 
not at T2, and that this time Externals do not report more positive emotions than Internals.   
 
The mediating personality – appraisal – emotion interactions, which confirmed so many 
predictions made by appraisal theorists in Study 2, tell a slightly different another story in 
Study 3. For example, the anger reported at T2 is strongly related to self-blame and 
negatively related to partner-blame and could therefore be considered a relatively strong 
anger at the self, which is consistent with findings from Study 1 and Study 2. Anger at T3, 
however, is significantly related to causality partner and could be considered as anger 
directed as the partner. We can therefore conclude that at least two types of anger are being 
reported – anger at the self and anger at the partner. This apparent shift concerning the 
object of anger from internal at T2 to external at T3 parallels findings that both Internals and 
Externals report an increase in indirect blame between these two measurement points, 
although Externals report a significantly higher increase in this blaming tendency. Finally, 
Externals engage in significantly more indirect and direct blame than Internals at T3. In 
summary, the emotion anger shifts from anger at the self at T2 to anger at the partner at T3, 
Externals engage in significantly more indirect blaming at T3 than at T2, and Externals 
engage in significantly more direct and indirect blaming at T3 than Internals.   
 
The evidence that Externals are engaging in more blaming than Internals, especially at T3, 
seems overwhelming. Why then, are Externals not reporting more anger? One possible 
explanation, already touched upon in the discussion of Study 2, is that blaming at T3 serves 
as a coping strategy to deal with the negative emotional impact of receiving the low score 
on the social intelligence test. For example, indirect blame is positively related to irritation 
at T2, which would confirm predictions that irritation is linked to other-blame (Averill, 
1982; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 2001). However, indirect blame at T3 is also negatively 
related to all negative emotions, except irritation and contempt, and not correlated with any 
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positive emotions. Although we cannot infer causality from the correlations and assume that 
indirect blame is a coping strategy that will reduce negative emotions, it also seems unlikely 
that this relationship is simply a spurious and unrelated one. Thus, the results seem to 
suggest that indirect blame may function as an “excuse making” coping strategy, and that 
those who use this strategy are reporting less negative emotion at T3, after they received the 
poor score (e.g., “Yes, this score is a disgrace, but it is only because I had the misfortune to 
work with an incompetent person. Better luck next time”). It also seems that Externals are 
making more use of this strategy than Internals, which may explain why they report less 
negative emotions at T3 than Internals.   
 
By placing individuals into separate rooms to fill out the questionnaire at T2 and T3 we may 
have created conditions that lead to heightened self-awareness, especially for Internals. In 
particular, Wicklund (1975) suggests that when an individual focuses attention onto him or 
herself, he or she is likely to find shortcomings. He further suggests that most individuals 
will first have a self-critical reaction to a negative situation, which will then motivate them 
to reduce the discrepancy between a desired and an actual state or goal. By definition, 
Internals are already self-focused in failure situations. Now that they are alone in the room 
and have no distractions from the external environment, this self-focus may be particularly 
strong, especially after receiving a low score on an important test. Thus, they may be 
ruminating, rather than finding a strategy to reduce the discrepancy, thereby reporting many 
negative emotions at T3. Externals, who were free from the mere presence effect of the 
partner, may have felt less inclined to respond in socially desirable ways. Thus, Externals 
found it easier to target their external attributions at the partner in Study 3 when they were 
alone than in Study 2 when the partner was present in the same room. In addition, this focus 
towards external factors allowed Externals to reduce the discrepancy between the desired 
and actual score (“it is not my fault”), and therefore to report fewer negative emotions.   
 
Generally attributing causality of negative events to external factors has been found to be 
“positive” for individual well-being in terms of better health, higher self-esteem, and more 
positive emotions (e.g., Seligman, 1998; Chang, 2001). We had suggested that it seemed 
reasonable to expect that if finding fault with external factors is advantageous for self-
esteem in failure situations, then in real, interpersonal situations of failure, then blaming the 
other person might be one of the ways of externally attributing causality for failure when 
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working with another person. We further proposed that if Externals do engage in blaming, 
then they should, according to appraisal and attribution theory (Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 
2001; Weiner, 1986) have more anger and irritation.  
The results in Study 3 seem to indicate that Externals are indeed likely to blame their 
partners in an interpersonal failure situation and that, rather than increasing their anger, this 
may be helping them to deal with the otherwise associated negative emotional impact of the 
failure. We do not know if this blaming occurs only in private, as a form of self-
conversation or self-justification, or if it would influence future actions with respect to the 
interaction partner. Indeed, it could simply be an effective short-term cognitive coping 
strategy, to reduce negative emotions associated with an important, negative outcome. What 
does seem clear, is that Externals engage in a similar “coping” strategy in Study 2 and Study 
3, namely partially thwarting responsibility for the frustrating social intelligence test and the 
low score – sometimes towards an interaction partner and sometimes towards other external 
factors. It may also be that Externals are particularly likely to blame the partner, but that we 
were only able to measure this effect in Study 3. We will discuss the theoretical and 
practical implications of this finding in the General Discussion. 
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The aims of this thesis were ambitious and complex: to understand if an individual 
difference variable such as explanatory style would systematically influence cognitive 
appraisal and emotions when two individuals work together on a collaborative and stressful 
task. In addition, the methodology to study these effects was designed to address not only 
theoretical questions concerning personality, cognitive appraisal, and emotions, but also 
practical concerns encountered in organizational settings. This chapter will compare and 
summarize the findings from the three studies in relation to the initial questions posed and 
offer alternative explanations and hypotheses when these seem warranted. Throughout the 
discussion, we will also highlight the limitations and contributions of the research and 
suggest future directions for both basic and applied research.   
 
6.1.1 
CHAPTER 6 
6 GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
Emotion induction procedure 
 
The emotion induction procedure was generally a success and showed remarkable 
consistency across the three studies. First, both the responses on the manipulation check 
questions and informal post experiment interviews showed that most students were 
convinced that they were participating in a real social intelligence test, with implications 
concerning future job opportunities for psychologists. Participants also considered their 
performance on the social intelligence test to be ego-relevant, which meant that they were 
implicated and gave their best effort. Perhaps most important, we found no personality 
differences on any of the implication and effort questions and found only one gender 
differences concerning reported level of stress in Study 2. Because of this slight difference, 
we only recruited women participants in Study 3. Goal relevance and implication are 
considered the most important pre-requisites for emotions (Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 2001), 
and our procedure seems to have fulfilled this criteria. In addition, if there had been 
significant differences between groups based already on these manipulation check 
questions, any differences in ensuing appraisal and emotions would have had less value or 
significance.      
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 We had predicted that the emotion induction situation would bring about rather similar 
patterns of emotions, but that it would be possible to identify distinct patterns of appraisal 
and emotion for different types or groups of individuals. Overall, the emotions reported at 
the different measurement points were relatively similar between the three studies and 
closely matched those found by Folkman and Lazarus (1985). In all three experiments, 
positive emotions (joy, hope, and satisfaction) decreased steadily between measurement 
points. Anxiety, arousal, and nervousness also decreased steadily and dropped dramatically 
between T2 and T3. According to Scherer (2001), anxiety and fear are related to appraisals 
of low familiarity, low predictability, and low power, and before the task individuals would 
not have known what the test situation would contain or demand. In a similar vein, at T3, 
once the results were known and nothing more could be done to improve performance, 
arousal for effort mobilization was no longer necessary (see Folkman & Lazarus, 1985, for 
similar results and interpretation).  
Stress and disappointment, which were only measured in Study 2 and Study 3, also served 
as manipulation checks for the induction procedure. First, stress increased significantly 
between T1 and T2 and then dropped strongly between T2 and T3 and could therefore be 
seen as yet another indicator that the actual test situation was stressful and engaging.  
Second, disappointment increased between T1 and T2 and even more between T2 and T3. 
According to van Dijk and Zeelenberg (2002), disappointment is strongly linked to the 
appraisal of unexpectedness, and authors such as Weiner (1986) suggest that attribution 
processes are particularly stimulated by unexpected failure situations. Finally, the 
hypothesized anger emotions and internal emotions, and especially the anger emotions, 
mostly increased between T1 and T2, which is when stress, goal obstruction, and ambiguity 
were most intense and causal search and personality effects were predicted to emerge. The 
highly consistent types of emotions reported, not only between experiments, but also 
compared to the findings by Folkman and Lazarus (1985), allow us to conclude that there 
were strong situational factors influencing the respondents’ evaluation and consequently 
their emotions. The variability of responses should therefore be due to individual differences 
and error, and we were particularly interested in explaining individual differences in relation 
to anger.  
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We had taken great care to create an emotion induction situation that would lead to anger; 
however, anger was not the most frequent emotion reported by participants in the three 
studies. In addition, when anger was reported, the intensity level was relatively low. What, 
if anything, went wrong and how could future research improve the induction? First, Averill 
(1982) found that the most common target of anger is a loved one, friend, or acquaintance 
and that anger at strangers was not usual, perhaps because we will give them the benefit of 
the doubt, or avoid them. As mentioned in the introduction, because we needed both a real 
interaction to study blaming and anger, as well as a relatively identical induction procedure 
for every pair of participants to study individual differences, we were faced with difficult 
choices. The use of a more controlled environment, such as a comparse or a computer 
simulation in which participants are only virtually interacting with another person, would 
have been even more removed from a real relationship context, and could have induced 
even less anger. The use of a real relationship (e.g., friendship, couples, work colleagues) 
would have added more confounding variables; and even if we could have induced more 
anger, we may not have found any consistent personality differences. Interestingly, a recent 
study by Scherer et al. (in press) found that anger at a stranger occurs almost as frequently 
in everyday life as anger at someone close. Therefore, the lack of a real relationship may not 
have been a limitation at all. Second, it could be argued that the social intelligence test 
emotion induction was not realistic enough to engender strong emotions such as anger. We 
successfully led students to believe that the results of the test would have real consequences 
for the future employment opportunities of psychologists and created as stressful and ego-
relevant test situation as possible. However, we were not able to create an even stronger 
induction for ethical reasons and because we were interested in individual differences. 
Indeed, if the induction had been even stronger, the situational constraints might have 
overshadowed any individual differences (Griner & Smith, 2000). In conclusion, we believe 
that the overall induction method was appropriate for this research, and that it would have 
been difficult to induce more frequent or more intense anger in the laboratory.   
 
6.1.2 Understanding personality, appraisal, and anger in social situations 
 
Our second research aim was to examine the effects of explanatory style on appraisal and 
emotions and to test several specific predictions. First, we predicted that Externals would be 
significantly more likely to make external attributions than Internals, and that Internals 
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should make significantly more internal attributions than Externals. The only direct support 
for this hypothesis was in Study 3, where Externals reported significantly more indirect and 
direct blaming at T3 than Internals. The possible implications of this finding will be 
discussed below. Of course, a direct, main effect relationship between explanatory style and 
the causal attribution checks in a complex interactive situation assumes a very strong 
influence of personality on appraisal. Given the many other individual and situational 
factors that could influence the responses on these questions, it is probably not surprising 
that a main effect relationship was not found.   
 
Second, Externals were expected to report more other-directed emotions (anger, irritation, 
frustration, and contempt) than Internals, and Internals were expected to report more self-
directed or internal emotions (shame, guilt, and embarrassment) than Externals. Although 
Internals consistently reported more of the internal emotions, they also reported more anger 
emotions, and in fact generally reported more negative emotions than Externals. Externals 
also reported more positive emotions than Internals in Study 2. Our findings are therefore 
consistent with past results using the ASQ, which found that Internals reported more 
negative emotions and that Externals would report more positive emotions than Internals 
(Gillham et al., 2001). To our knowledge, however, this is the first time that the ASQ has 
been examined in relation to specific appraisals and emotions in a social situation, and in 
addition to confirming past results, we were able to shed new light on the emotion anger.  
These finding will be discussed in more detail below.  
 
Finally, we expected that the relationships between explanatory style and particular 
emotions would be mediated by specific causal attribution. In particular, Internals making 
internal attributions were expected to report more self-directed emotions. Because we did 
not know if Externals were more likely to make external attributions towards another person 
or towards other things, we only predicted that Externals making external attributions 
towards another person should be more likely to report more other-directed emotions. There 
was some support for the appraisal mediating relationship between personality and emotion, 
especially in Study 2, and these results generally confirmed the predictions made by Scherer 
(2001) for the internal emotions. It was also while testing this hypothesis that we found that 
anger emotions were not consistently related to external attribution, one of the main findings 
of this work, and which will be discussed in detail below. In summary, although our 
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discussion of the interactionist personality model proposed by Mischel and Shoda (1995, 
1998) in relation to appraisal theory (e.g., Scherer, 2001) was useful for our overall 
theoretical conception of personality and emotion, helped us to design this research, and 
allowed us to study anger from a new perspective, we do not feel that we were able to 
empirically demonstrate the usefulness of this interaction.  
 
In order to more effectively examine the personality - appraisal - emotion relationship in the 
future, it would be more appropriate to use a simple design with few variables and a large 
sample size. For example, this relationship should be studied on a purely individual level 
and not within a social situation, at least at the beginning stages of the research. In addition, 
in our research participants were asked to rate 17 (Study 1) or 19 (Study 2 and Study 3) 
different emotions, and we measured the whole range of relevant appraisal questions from 
the model proposed by Scherer (2001). The additional emotion questions were added 
because past research showed that a wide range of emotions was possible in achievement 
failure situations. The additional appraisal questions were added because we were interested 
in exploring alternative hypotheses and questions concerning individual differences in 
appraisal and emotions within social interactions. These questions, even if not always used 
in the analyses, probably weakened some of the effects. We also would have needed a larger 
sample size to apply the mediating variable analysis procedure proposed by Baron and 
Kenny (1986), which would have been the most appropriate test for the personality – 
appraisal – emotion hypothesis. Although Study 3 had originally been conducted to replicate 
the results of Study 2 and to increase sample size for these more appropriate analyses, the 
results of Study 3 were sufficiently different from those of Study 2 that we were not able to 
combine the data.  
 
Explanatory style might not have been the most appropriate personality variable to directly 
examine the personality - appraisal - emotion relationship, and the ASQ not the best 
instrument to capture this trait. In particular, explanatory style is a complex and probably 
secondary personality disposition, which is not always clearly defined and measured 
(Gillham et al., 2001) and sometimes shows paradoxical effects (Peterson & Bossio, 2001). 
Past research has also shown that explanatory style as measured by the ASQ might not have 
trans-situational consistency, and that attributional styles may have different effects in 
achievement and social situations (Asendorpf, 2004, pp. 228-229). We had created a social 
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achievement situation and it therefore seemed appropriate to use the ASQ with aggregated 
results from both types of situations (achievement and social). Future research however 
could use an attribution style questionnaire with more items per subscale and select 
participants with External and Internal attribution styles for social and achievement 
situations separately. An instrument with more items per subscale would also allow for 
separate analyses for attributional styles concerning social and achievement situations43.   
 
Another limitation is that is that we only measured the ASQ once, approximately four weeks 
before the actual experiment, and do not have a clear indication if the responses on the ASQ 
are truly stable. In principle, we could have measured the ASQ at least three times. Twice 
before the experimental situation at four to six week intervals, and once at the time of the 
experiment. The test-retest results could have been used to select only participants who have 
consistent extreme scores on the CoNeg. The ASQ scores at the time of the experiment 
could have indicated that no change in attributional style had taken place. We did not 
measure the ASQ twice before the experiment for practical reasons; it was difficult to access 
the first year psychology student population twice under similar conditions. However, we 
chose not to measure the ASQ at the time of the experiment for more important reasons. 
First, the dyadic laboratory task was already very long and we were afraid that adding the 
ASQ would be a factor of irritation and additional fatigue. Second, the conditions of the first 
testing situation (in a large university lecture room) and the second (in a stressful laboratory 
situation) would have been very different, making it difficult to correctly interpret a lack of 
consistency in test-retest scores. Third, if we had measured the ASQ before the experiment, 
the participants could have been reminded that attributions are an important focus of the 
research, and such demand characteristics may have negatively influenced the results.  
Similarly, if we had measured the ASQ after the experiment, the responses on the ASQ 
would have been influenced by the negative emotions the participants experienced during 
the stressful social intelligence test situation. We thereby would have measured state 
attributional style more than trait attributional style. In summary, the test-retest of 
attribution style before the experiment, if the researcher can have access to the same 
population twice under similar conditions, could possibility increase the quality of the 
research. Ideally, several instruments should be tested at the same time so that participants 
                                                 
43 Participants were recruited based on their overall scores on the CoNeg of the ASQ, which has only three 
variables per situation.  The alpha for the three social situations was .5487 and for the three achievement 
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are not aware that attribution style is the focus of the research. However, measuring 
attribution style the time of the experiment might continue to be problematic for the reasons 
already mentioned.  
 
Given the limitations of explanatory style and the ASQ, it could appear that a variable such 
as Extraversion (Eysenck, 1967), which has shown strong and consistent results across 
many studies (Vaidya et al., 2002), would have been a better choice. However, we wanted 
to measure a personality variable that would have a direct effect on a specific appraisal 
dimension in relation to emotions (see Table 1.3), and it is unclear if any of the other 
variables listed in this Table would have been more successful. In conclusion, we feel that 
we chose the most appropriate variable and instrument that was currently available in the 
literature. In the future, however, it may be more appropriate to create trait measures of 
specific appraisal dimensions and then to determine the relationship between such trait 
appraisals and state appraisal and emotions in specific situations.    
 
Our final research aim was to examine some of the apparent contradictions between 
appraisal and attribution literature (e.g., Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 2001; Weiner, 1986) and 
ASQ literature from both depression and optimism research (e.g., Seligman, 1998; Chang, 
2001). In particular, the available literature gave no clear indications if Externals would 
make external attributions towards another person or towards other things. In addition, 
although Internals were expected to engage in self-blame, there was little available evidence 
concerning the relationship between attributions and specific emotions for either Internals or 
Externals. Finally, these variables had never been studied in real social situations. Some of 
these relationships have already been briefly addressed above. However, because our 
attempt to integrate concepts and literature from different domains led to two main findings, 
we will organize the following pages around two topics: 1.) anger at the self;  and 2.) the 
external blaming patterns for Externals.   
  
In the introduction, we demonstrated that most appraisal theorists agree that anger is 
primarily related to other-accountability and blame. Our results indicate that self-blame is at 
least as frequent - if not more frequent - than other-blame in relation to anger emotions.  
This finding could have several explanations. First, and perhaps most obviously, it could 
                                                                                                                                                      
situations was .5529.     
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simply be due to response bias. When asked to distribute responsibility and blame between 
the self, the partner, and other external factors, it is certainly much easier to admit to 
feelings of self-blame or blaming other external factors than to feelings of other-blame, 
especially when the other person is clearly designated. However, response bias alone does 
not explain why throughout all three studies, Internals almost consistently blame 
themselves, whereas Externals are more likely to engage in external blaming, albeit shifting 
between blaming other external factors and the partner. Another related explanation could 
be that the results between anger and self-blame are unrelated. For example, Internals 
generally reported more negative emotions than Externals, and they have a general tendency 
to attribute causation for negative situations to themselves. The feelings of anger were 
therefore attributed internally because these individuals cannot, or do not, admit to or report 
external causation consciously. Although we certainly cannot refute such explanations, and 
social desirability and response tendencies could partially account for our results, it seems 
pre-mature to disregard the possibility that the anger reported by participants in the three 
experiments was indeed anger at the self. In addition, other research has shown that 
respondents consider anger at the self to be a very prototypical type of anger experience 
(Russell & Fehr, 1994).   
 
If anger at the self is indeed a frequent emotional experience, then why do appraisal 
theorists generally associate anger with external attribution and blame? There are several 
possible reasons why anger at the self has been neglected. First, although other-blame is 
seen as an important component of anger, appraisal theory postulates that emotions are 
produced by patterns of appraisals. Some authors contend that these patterns need to be 
strict and one-to-one between specific appraisal patterns and particular emotions (Roseman 
& Smith, 2001), others (Scherer, 2001) do not assume that a typical profile is required for 
the production of a specific and differentiated emotion state. Similarly, when Kuppens et al. 
(2003) examined the relationship between appraisal and anger to determine which appraisals 
might be specific, necessary, and sufficient to understand this emotion, they had found that 
other-accountability was specific to anger. However, these authors were also able to show 
empirically what others have already suggested (Frijda & Zeelenberg, 2001), that specific 
appraisals cannot be considered as either sufficient or necessary conditions for a particular 
emotion such as anger. Most important, the results were based upon vignettes in which 
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particular appraisals were present or absent and only the hypothesized appraisals and a 
select number of emotions were included. Thus, anger at the self was not even an option.  
 
When examining the research results used to make the theoretical predictions for anger, it 
becomes evident that other-accountability is often chosen as a predictor because it was more 
frequently associated with anger, and not because it was always associated with anger.  
Smith and Ellsworth (1985), for example, found that anger plots into the quadrants of 
human control and other responsibility control (pp. 828). These types of results indicate that 
compared to other emotions – anger is more likely to be due to human action and is 
associated with other-responsibility. In addition, anger at other persons may either be a more 
frequent occurrence in everyday life than anger at the self, or else it may be more readily 
available in memory. For example, Study 1 by Frijda et al. (1989) gave participants a list of 
emotions, asked them to remember a time they had experienced that emotion, and then to 
rate each situation on a series of appraisal dimensions. When thinking about anger, and the 
events that caused this emotion, it is likely that anger at another person is much more 
important and has more far-reaching consequences than anger at the self.  Anger at the self 
may be a momentary experience that either activates the person to act, “I know I can do 
better, and I will do this ___ again in order to receive better results”, or not to act, “I know I 
should do better, why can’t I get my act together?” and the emotion is then quickly 
transformed to joy and pride or shame and depression depending on the outcome of any 
action taken or not taken. In addition, to resolve anger, it is often necessary to forgive 
(Kassinove & Tafrate, 2002). Given the actor-observer difference in attribution (Jones & 
Nisbett, 1972) it is certainly much easier to forgive oneself and move on to new thoughts 
and emotions than to forgive someone else. It therefore seems likely that normal anger at the 
self is less frequently verbalized and shared and may seem less important than anger at 
others. Anger at another person, however, is more likely to linger in memory, and can even 
grow stronger and more damaging through rumination and social sharing (Tavris, 1989). 
These very different processes for anger at the self and anger at other persons could 
therefore lead to different memory encodings and may explain the frequency of this emotion 
when individuals are asked to remember thoughts and feelings related to anger, a very 
common procedure within appraisal research.   
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As discussed in Chapter 4, self-blame and anger at the self are primarily discussed in 
clinical psychology. In this context, anger at the self is considered to be a pathological 
condition, in which individuals cannot or will not forgive themselves for something that has 
happened. Of course, the type of anger at the self that can be found in therapy sessions 
probably is, at least in part, pathological. However, just as anger at another person can lead 
to both normal and healthy reactions as well as to pathological and even dangerous 
reactions, anger at the self could also be a normal and frequent experience. Therefore, we 
hesitate to consider the anger at the self-reported by Internals as necessarily pathological, an 
indication of depression or neuroticism. It is more likely that by studying anger in vivo, and 
asking questions pertaining to the object of anger, we were able to measure information 
pertaining to anger that is not usually taken into consideration.   
 
The idea that anger at the self could be a “normal” emotion reaction has received some 
theoretical attention. For example, Smith and Lazarus suggested (1990): 
 
The core relational theme that defines the relevant circumstances [for anger]…is 
“other-blame”. In other words, anger arises when someone else is being blamed for a 
harmful situation, although if the “other person” being blamed is the self one could 
speak of anger at the self…We consider the blame in self-directed anger to be 
qualitatively distinct from the self-blame associated with guilt; accordingly, we hold 
that feeling guilty and feeling angry at oneself are different emotional states with 
distinct motivational consequences. The blame in self-directed anger is quite literally 
“other-blame directed at the self.” That is, the person observes himself or herself 
behaving undesirably and holds the observed person (who happens to be the self) 
accountable. This blaming process does not necessarily implicate one’s self-concept 
or feelings of self-worth. In contrast, the self-blame in guilt calls into question one’s 
self-worth. The distinction is expressed in the internal dialogue that often 
accompanies these two forms of blame, the blame associated with self-directed 
anger expressed in the second person and that associated with guilt in the first person 
(e.g., “You idiot, what did you do that for?” vs. “What have I done?”).  This example 
highlights how seemingly small cognitive differences can lead to large differences in 
the nature of the emotional reaction (pp. 620).  
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In this theoretical discussion, the potential motivational value of self-blame in relation to 
anger becomes salient. Similarly, Zeelenberg, van Dijk, Manstead, and van der Pligt (1998) 
found that self-blame found in regret corresponded to behavior aimed at repairing damage. 
The appraisal of other agency or circumstances agency in disappointment was related to a 
loss of motivation to engage in behavioral action or with the motivation to distance oneself 
from the event. Therefore, self-blame might have an important regulation function by 
inciting individuals to engage in more proactive behaviors, and anger at the self may be a 
more pro-active self-motivator than guilt. Indeed, according to appraisal theories, one is 
angry because one believes that the actor could and should have acted differently (e.g., 
Averill, 1982; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 2001). This anger at the self may therefore play an 
important role in motivating the person not to succumb to the helplessness of the situation 
but to question the failure and to improve performance in the future. This interpretation 
would also explain results by Follette and Jacobson (1987), who found that participants 
making internal, stable, and global attributions for poor examination performances did not 
have more depression, but rather, planned to study more for the next examination. And 
Satterfield, Monahan, and Seligman (1997) found that law students with a pessimistic 
explanatory style outperformed those with an optimistic style. Thus, the strategy to focus on 
the self and to understand what may have caused a failure situation – rather than simply 
suggesting it had to do with external situations or the less competent work partner – could 
be useful for future performance. It could be that these individuals will reflect upon possible 
errors and make plans to improve (see also the literature concerning defensive pessimism; 
Norem, 2001).   
 
Our results also indicate that the three anger emotions (anger, irritation, frustration) may not 
be similarly related to the object of anger. For example, we wanted to combine emotion 
terms into families and groups for analysis purposes, and expected anger, irritation, and 
frustration to load together and form an “anger family”. In all but one Principal Component 
Analysis with Varimax rotation (in Study 2), however, these three emotions did not load 
together. Most appraisal theorists make slightly different predictions for anger, irritation, 
and frustration (e.g., Scherer, 2001; Smith & Ellsworth 1985; Frijda et al., 1989), and our 
results confirm that it is probably not always appropriate to cluster these terms into the same 
family. In addition, the three anger terms were related to causal attribution and blaming 
variables in different ways. The emotion term anger was related to internal causal 
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attribution in Study 1 and to self-blame in Study 2, but also to causality partner in Study 2 
and to indirect blame in Study 3. The emotion term frustration was related to self-blame in 
Study 2 and negatively related to indirect blame in Study 3. Finally, the term irritation was 
related to causal attribution towards the partner and indirect blame in Study 2 and with 
indirect blame at T2 in Study 3. Thus, whereas the term anger was sometimes related to 
internal causal attribution and sometimes to external causal attribution, the term irritation 
was only associated with external causal attribution and indirect blame. Our findings for the 
anger emotions, in which the object is neither clearly internal, nor clearly external, becomes 
even more interesting when one considers that the internal emotion (shame, guilt, 
embarrassment), when they were related to causal attribution and blaming questions, were 
consistently, and often strongly, related to internal causal attribution44, as predicted. It is 
clear that the relationship between the anger emotions (anger, irritation, frustration) and the 
relationship between these anger emotions and the internal versus external object are in need 
of more detailed examination.  
 
The relationship between anger and specific self-focused emotions could also be explained 
with other results and interpretations. For example, we found that irritation and frustration 
frequently load on the same factor, but that anger almost invariably loaded with sadness, 
shame, and / or guilt. Lewis (1971) and Scheff (1987) suggest that shame can lead to a sense 
of humiliated fury, which is directed towards the self and toward the real or imagined other 
person who is disapproving. Lewis found that redirecting anger outside the self gives 
individuals the possibility to regain agency and a sense of control. Similarly, Tangney, 
Wagner, Fletcher, and Gramzow (1992) found that students who reported a guilt experience 
often reported feelings of anger. Finally, Davitz (1969) gave participants a list of emotions 
and 556 potentially associated descriptive statements. He found that the following three 
descriptive statements were most linked with feelings of guilt: 1.) There is a sense of regret, 
2.) I get mad at myself for feelings or thoughts or for what I have done, and 3.) I keep 
blaming myself for the situation (Davitz, 1969, pp.62; cited in Weiner, 1986, pp. 151).  
 
In conclusion, our finding that anger was often related to internal causal attribution and to 
self-blame could have several explanations. First, it could simply be due to some kind of 
                                                 
44 Except for embarrassment at T2 in Study 2.  However, with so many strong and consistent results for the 
overall pattern of internal attribution for these emotions, it is difficult to determine the reason for this one 
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response bias. Second, it could be a particular type of anger – anger at the self. This anger at 
the self could either be interpreted as a positive motivator for future effort, or as an 
indication of depression and neuroticism. Finally, this anger at the self could be part of a 
complex appraisal and reappraisal reaction in relation to guilt or other self-focused 
emotional reactions. Although our work cannot give a definite answer to any of these 
possibilities, we hope that our results and this discussion are able to open the debate 
concerning the frequency and function of anger at the self, and that future research will 
examine some of our propositions.  
 
Externals were generally expected to report more anger, but only if they were indeed more 
likely to blame the partner rather than other external factors. As already mentioned, blaming 
the other person was difficult to access and this challenge was at the heart of some of the 
changes introduced to the procedure between studies, and especially between Study 2 and 
Study 3. Basically, there were two major results that will be addressed in this discussion: 1.) 
Externals’ more frequent use of indirect and direct blaming than Internals, which seems to 
be a kind of coping strategy; and 2.) the greater likelihood that anger emotions reported by 
Externals was directed at the partner and at other external agents rather than at the self. 
 
First, the main effect hypothesis that explanatory style will generally and directly influence 
causal attributions was not confirmed, except partially for indirect and direct blaming. In 
particular, differences between Internals and Externals concerning indirect blaming passed 
from a weak, non-significant effect in Study 1, to a significant interaction effect in Study 2 
and Study 3. Direct blame, which was only measured in Study 2 and Study 3 showed a 
similar trend. The differences were not significant in Study 2 but were significant in Study 
3. When the effects were significant, the patterns clearly showed that Externals were more 
likely to report indirect and direct blaming than Internals at T3. As already mentioned 
above, there was a significant relationship between indirect blame and irritation in Study 2 
and Study 3, but only at T2. However, we could not find a significant relationship between 
the tendency to blame directly or indirectly and a greater frequency of anger for either 
Externals or Internals. This in turn has led us to speculate that (especially) indirect blaming 
serves as a coping and excuse strategy in order to make Externals feel better about their low 
scores on the social intelligence test. An interpretation that was given added weight in Study 
                                                                                                                                                      
inconsistent result.  
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3, where participants who engaged in strong indirect blame at T3 also reported less negative 
emotions. Similarly, past research on the ASQ found that generally attributing causality of 
negative events to external factors was related to the reporting of more positive emotions 
(Gillham et al., 2001). The second type of blaming behavior found for Externals was related 
to anger, because it asked those participants who had reported anger emotions to rank the 
object of their anger in order of importance. On these questions, Externals clearly reported 
that their anger was primarily directed towards other external factors in Study 2 and 
primarily directed towards the partner in Study 3. Their responses were therefore consistent 
with predictions made by appraisal theorists concerning the relationship between anger and 
external blame.  
 
When taken together and examined across the three studies, the results found for Externals 
could be interpreted as follows: the further removed from an interaction partner the External 
is – whether in terms of relationship quality or in physical proximity - the more likely he or 
she will blame the partner both indirectly and directly for the low score on the test. And 
when Externals report anger, then they are more likely to direct this anger at an interaction 
partner. In particular, this explanation seems one possible conclusion because the overall 
emotion induction procedure was basically the same in all three studies. The major 
difference was that in Study 1 we had created a somewhat intimate relationship – due to the 
relationship building procedure. In Study 2, there was no relationship building, but the 
participants stayed in the same room to fill out all questionnaires. In Study 3 there was no 
relationship building and the participants filled out the appraisal and emotion questionnaires 
at T2 and T3 in separate rooms. One question that remains open is if Externals are more 
likely to blame an interaction partner with greater distance, or if they are simply more 
willing to report this blaming tendency.   
 
In Study 2 and Study 3 we had already addressed the possibility that Externals hesitated to 
blame the partner in Study 2 but not Study 3 because of impression management and mere 
presence effects. Impression management is “the process by which individuals attempt to 
control the impression others form of them” (Leary & Kowalsky, 1990, pp. 34). Beyond 
impressing other people, some authors have suggested that people also manage impressions 
to control the way they see themselves (Greenwald & Breckler, 1985). These self-
presentations include, for example, self-serving attributions. The general hedonic or self-
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serving bias has been one of the most studied in the field of attribution research (Weiner, 
1986). Harvey and Weary (1981) noted, “By taking credit for good acts and denying blame 
for bad outcomes, the individual presumably may be able to enhance or protect his or her 
self-esteem” (pp. 33). This general attribution tendency can be seen in that both Internals 
and Externals reported more indirect blaming at T3 than at T2 in Study 2 and Study 3.  
However, Externals are clearly more likely to use indirect blame as a strategy than Internals, 
as the significant interactions between explanatory style and measurement point were able 
to show. Related literature can be found on the topic of excuse giving. Excuses attempt to 
minimize the link between the actor and some undesired event, usually by reducing personal 
responsibility or by shifting causal attributions from central to peripheral aspects of identity 
(Snyder & Higgins, 1988). Often, individuals will attempt to make another personal believe 
that uncontrollable rather than controllable causes are the reasons for their behaviors 
(Försterling, 2001). Of course, the optimistic explanatory style is a type of self-serving 
attribution style and this result therefore seems reasonable (Seligman, 1998). It is also in 
line with research by Baumgardner, Heppner, and Arkin (1986), who found that individuals 
chronically low in self-esteem, depressed, or low in self-confidence are less likely to show 
the attribution distortion than their counterparts. But does self-esteem lead to the use of self-
serving attributions and blaming or do self-serving attributions and blaming increase self-
esteem? 
 
Leary and Kowalsky (1990) suggest that although impression management can be very 
calculated and motivated, most of the time these impression management processes occur at 
pre-attentive or unconscious levels. In other words, people seem to be scanning the social 
environment for information regarding how others may regard them.  In addition, patterns of 
self-presentation are often over-learned and habitual (Hogan, 1982) and the goal of these 
different strategies is most likely self-esteem maintenance and mood and emotion 
regulation. Thus, explanatory style may simply reflect the unconscious and over-learned 
self-esteem and emotion regulation processes that are activated under certain conditions, in 
particular failure situations (Weiner, 1986).  
 
We have suggested that Internals and Externals were differently affected by the separation 
in Study 3, and we could assume that these two types of personalities have different 
strategies to manage their self-esteem and emotions when in the presence of another person 
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and when alone. In a similar vein, Baumgardner, Kaufman, and Cranford (1990) proposed 
that individuals with high self-esteem tend to engage in private self-enhancement, which 
includes thought and attentional processes, because they are certain of their positive self-
regard. People with low self-esteem, by contrast need social support for their positive self-
conceptions and thus tend to engage in public self-enhancement involving self-presentation.  
Empirical evidence provides evidence for this model (Baumgardner, 1990; Baumgardner, 
Kaufman, & Levy, 1989). On the other hand, Baumeister, Tice, and Hutton (1989) suggest 
that people with high self-esteem tend to present themselves in a self-enhancing fashion, 
characterized by an inclination to accept risks, to focus on their outstandingly good 
qualities, and to engage in strategic ploys. Baumeister, Heatherton, and Tice (1993) found 
that individuals with high self-esteem were very good at self-regulation except when ego-
threat was introduced. In these cases, people with low self-esteem were more successful in 
self-management (setting appropriate goals and striving for them) and performance. 
Although with difference focus, these lines of research show that different strategies may be 
effective for different individuals depending on the public or private nature of the regulation 
setting. Until now, optimism or depression in relation to performance has generally been 
studied on an individual level, and our results indicate there may be other factors 
influencing such processes in interpersonal situations. It could be interesting to examine the 
social context of emotion regulation and self-esteem maintenance and the influence on 
performance and motivation to gain a better understanding of blaming and anger. 
 
Generally attributing causality of negative events to external factors has been found to be 
“positive” for individual well-being in terms of better health, higher self-esteem, and more 
positive emotions (e.g., Seligman, 1998; Peterson & Bossio, 2001). We had suggested that it 
seemed reasonable to expect that if finding fault with external factors is advantageous for 
self-esteem in failure situations, then blaming the other person might be one of the ways of 
externally attributing causality for failure when working with another person. We further 
proposed that if Externals do engage in blaming, then they should, according to appraisal 
and attribution theory (Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 2001; Weiner, 1986), have more anger and 
irritation. Our results, especially in Study 3, seem to indicate that Externals are indeed more 
likely than Internals to blame their partners in an interpersonal failure situation. For some, 
rather than increasing anger, this may be helping them deal with the otherwise negative 
emotional impact associated with the failure and lead to less negative emotions. Others do 
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have anger and are more likely to be angry with the partners than with themselves. Although 
our results cannot inform us concerning how these responses will influence real work life 
outcomes, other related research can offer some indications. 
 
6.1.3 Implications for the workplace 
 
Silverter, Patterson, and Ferguson (2003) conducted a field study to examine the link 
between attribution and job performance by tested two competing models – the learned 
helplessness model (LH) (Seligman, 1975, 1998) and the achievement motivation model 
(Weiner, 1986). These authors found that retail sales assistants, who generally made internal 
attribution for positive outcomes but not for negative situations, were given better 
performance ratings by their superiors and reported more job satisfaction. Similar to the 
study by Corr and Gray (1996), they also did not find support for the hypothesis put forth by 
Seligman and Schulman (1986), that successful insurance salespersons also made external 
attributions for negative outcomes. Of course, insurance sales (Seligman & Schulman, 
1986), and retail sales (Silverter et al., 2003) may need different kinds of strategies. 
 
Pansu and Gilibert (2002) found that individual who made more external uncontrollable 
attributions for positive outcomes received higher performance ratings if they made more 
internal controllable attributions for negative outcomes. In comparison, individuals who 
made more internal controllable attributions for positive outcomes demonstrated little 
variation with respect to attributions for negative outcomes. Individuals who made more 
internal controllable attributions for positive outcomes were also more likely to be satisfied 
with their work. However, Pansu and Gilibert (2002) found that managers provided more 
internal explanations when they were asked to present a favorable self-image and that 
managers favored job applicants who had expressed internal rather than external 
explanations. Taken together these authors suggested that there is an internality norm in 
organizations, which could explain why the individuals who gave internal explanations were 
also most valued. But how can impression management be separated from the actual 
blaming tendencies of the person? Do some individuals, such as the Externals in our study, 
have a tendency to blame others but will not report this tendency due to the internality norm 
of the organization? This very likely scenario underscores the advantages of studying 
certain organizational processes in the laboratory and not in real work settings.   
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 Although self-enhancement and external blaming seems to be advantageous for individual 
well-being in achievement situations, some researchers question the advantages of such 
strategies – if they exist - for social situations. In particular, if status is added to the 
equation. For example, past research has shown that people with higher social rank are more 
likely to blame others for critical remarks and put-downs and that those with lower social 
rank are more likely to blame themselves (Gilbert, 1992; Gilbert & Miles, 2000). Similarly, 
an article with the telling title “It’s not my fault – but only I can change it” (Goerke, Möller, 
Schulz-Hardt, Napiersky, & Frey, 2004) examined the self-serving biases superiors use to 
explain the performance of their subordinates. They found that for weak performers, 
managers considered that these employees could have done a lot to perform their past 
performance, but believed that only they, the managers, could improve the performance 
level of the employee in the future. It seems a bit paradoxical to imagine that employees can 
be fully responsible and capable for past failures but not for future performance. The authors 
suggested that leaders’ self-esteem could be threatened by acknowledging responsibility for 
the weak performance of subordinates, but would not be threatened by identifying 
opportunities to enhance the performance of these same subordinates in the future. Although 
this strategy might be considered dysfunctional – the authors also remarked that it could be 
very useful for both the managers and the organization. The leaders may avoid ruminating 
about missed opportunities in the past and focus on new opportunities of the future. This, in 
essence, is perhaps why the optimistic Explanation Style is considered to be functional in 
some kinds of organizational settings.  
 
On the negative side, if a tendency to blame others is functional for the self-esteem and 
general well-being of certain types of persons, this could also lead to some unwanted effects 
when this tendency is combined with other attributional biases. For example, the literature 
on attribution biases in performance settings shows that individuals are influenced by 
stereotypes such as gender (Pazy, 1986), marital status (Russell & Rush, 1987), 
attractiveness (Spencer & Taylor, 1988), and status (Rose, 1978) when considering the 
performance level and capacities of other people. Thus, certain persons, such as females, 
could more easily become scapegoats for those managers who search for explanations that 
will allow him or her to save face and maintain self-esteem in the face of poor performances 
of his or her team. Could it be, that effective self-esteem maintenance and motivation of 
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some individuals is brought about to the detriment of others? The hedonic value of blaming 
and scapegoating for these “External” individuals will need to be examined as well as the 
possibility that they are more affected by general attribution biases. 
 
6.1.4 Relationship between blaming and anger 
 
The major predictions of this research and the discussion of the results were based on the 
premise that “More than anything else, anger is an attribution of blame” (Averill, 1983, 
1150). But how should the blame we were able to measure be understood within the 
appraisal model of emotion? Many appraisal theorists consider appraisals to be antecedents 
of emotions. Thus, other-blame could be seen as one of the components that will lead to 
anger (Smith & Lazarus, 1990; Roseman, Antonieu, & Jose, 1996; Scherer, 2001). But 
other-blame (and perhaps self-blame) could also be a consequence of anger (Parkinson, 
1997). In other words, the approach nature of anger may lead to blaming as a way of 
channeling the emotional reaction, for example by finding a person (or the self) to target for 
an unhappy state of affairs. It is difficult to determine if we measured blaming behaviors 
that were antecedent to anger or consequences of anger. The questions related to causal 
attribution, indirect blame, and blame were asked before participants reported their 
emotions, and the questions related to the object of anger were asked after the participants 
reported their emotions. We could therefore argue that the first three questions were 
emotion-antecedent appraisals, and that the object of anger is a consequence of anger. 
Although conceptually this may seem reasonable, the order in which we asked the questions 
cannot determine the real relationship between blaming and emotion. 
 
Given the recursive nature of many appraisal models, it is probably best to consider 
appraisal – and the blaming processes that we measured - are antecedents, components, and 
consequences of emotions (Scherer, 2001). In other words, we could simply consider the 
blaming as part of the anger experience, without attempting to determine its temporal 
position. Especially because an empirical examination of the sequential nature of appraisal 
dimensions is still in the beginning stages (Scherer, 1999) and it may be that some 
sequences or appraisal dimensions will be easier to operationalize and measure than others. 
For example, appraisal dimensions related to novelty are currently being tested with 
neuropsychological measures (Grandjean & Scherer, 2003), and the results are promising. 
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Finally, the blaming we measured was probably also a cognitive excuse or regulation 
strategy and not specifically related to emotions such as anger. Indeed, not all authors agree 
that agency attribution or blame is a necessary condition for anger (Berkowitz, 1989; Frijda, 
1986). Future emotion research will need to examine not only the different possible objects 
of anger, but also to determine how causal attribution and blame are related to anger and to 
disentangle the cognitive and “cold” use of this strategy, from the emotional and “hot” 
functions.   
 
 
The assessment of external attribution directed at the partner and blaming was challenging, 
mainly because of the social stigma associated with such cognitions and beliefs. Although 
our results were promising, future research may wish to access these cognitions in a 
different and perhaps more effective way. One possibility could be the use of a relatively 
recent procedure for accessing implicit attitudes and social cognitions, the Implicit 
Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). According to Greenwald 
et al. (1998), the IAT may reveal attitudes and other automatic associations even for 
participants who prefer not to express those attitudes explicitly. In addition, Greenwald and 
Farnham (2000) have shown that the IAT could be used to measure self-esteem and self-
concept in relation to success and failure. Finally, Asendorpf, Banse, and Mücke (2002) 
have demonstrated that this procedure may be useful for measuring some types of 
personality variables not always accessible through traditional self-report, and that these in 
turn may increase the prediction of spontaneous behavior in social situations. In particular, 
the IAT assesses the association between a target-concept discrimination and an attribute 
dimension. Described abstractly, the participants are asked to give one response to two sets 
of items that represent a possibly associated concept–attribute pair and a different response 
to a second pair of item sets that is selected to complement the first two. The faster the 
participants perform the task, the stronger the association between the concept and an 
attribute that share a response is thought to be. 
Using such a procedure, participants could, rather than respond to appraisal and emotion 
questionnaires on paper, respond to these questions on a computer. Some of the questions 
could be traditional appraisal and emotion questions, although a computer-programmed 
response bar might be more sensitive to fine grained response tendencies, and others 
designed using an IAT procedure. The target discrimination could be me - my interaction 
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partner and then blame - not blame. In this way, we could determine if Externals and 
Internals have differential response times when associating the self or the partner to 
attributions of causality, responsibility, and blame. Given that the indirect blaming variable 
in our research was relatively successful in determining differences between Internals and 
Externals, it could be that the IAT procedure is particularly interesting for capturing 
individual differences in blaming tendencies and the object of anger. However, not all are 
convinced that the IAT measures implicit cognitions and attitudes. For example, Karpinski 
and Hilton (2001) argue that the IAT measures well-learned environmental associations 
rather than endorsed negative reactions concerning attitude objects, and that IAT scores 
reflect the associations a person has been exposed to in his or her environment rather than 
the extent to which the person endorses particular evaluative associations. Thus, although  
an IAT procedure might be an interesting alternative for measuring difficult to access 
external attribution and blaming tendencies, and to help answer questions concerning the 
relationship between blaming and anger, it could also measure a very different phenomenon 
altogether. 
 
6.1.5 Conclusions 
 
Despite some of the discussed limitations and indications of how this research could be 
improved, we believe that the basic experimental design and emotion induction procedure is 
useful and could be adapted for future research. In particular, research in the affective 
sciences is growing steadily (Davidson, Scherer, & Goldsmith, 2003), and perhaps 
concurrently, there has been renewed interest in the emotion anger. More important perhaps, 
researchers are again reflecting on the origins and determinants of anger and are going 
beyond an analysis of hostility and aggressive behaviors (e.g., Berkowitz & Harmon-Jones, 
2004; Kuppens et al., 2003). Finally, although the neurosciences revolution is increasing 
research concerning the primitive biological underpinnings of affective phenomena and 
therefore favoring the use of very controlled environments far removed from real human 
emotions, more ecologically valid emotion situations will be important to complement our 
understanding of this very complex emotion.   
 
Inducing emotions such as anger is both a practical and ethical challenge and memory recall 
of anger episodes or participant responses to angry faces will continue to be less 
 166
problematic and less time consuming than the induction method we used. However, past 
memory recall and emotion perception are not a substitute when interested in accessing 
emotional processes or the social dynamics of emotion. We believe that our induction 
method is both simple enough to be modified for different types of research questions and 
realistic enough to induce emotions as they might be encountered in real social situations 
such as the working environment. Of course our results were obtained using a mostly female 
sample of introductory psychology students and a first step would be to use the procedure 
with a non-student population. If possible, additional research would also need to determine 
how responses in such a false-failure feedback situation may be related to responses and 
behaviors in a real working environment. For example, the emotion induction procedure 
could be part of an overall assessment center evaluation, in which responses and behaviors 
of participants are linked to their assessment by superiors and colleagues concerning 
conflict and interpersonal problem solving strategies and to outcome variables such as well-
being, work-satisfaction, and productivity. In this way, we hope that our research and 
induction method will inspire both researchers interested in more fundamental cognitive 
appraisal and personality processes as well as work psychologist and management 
professionals interested in the emotional behaviors and competencies of their employees.  
 
We have tried to demonstrate the theoretical and practical implications of our results and to 
provide new insights for organizational research, and hope this was successful. However, as 
much as this work could be considered as not controlled enough for some of the basic 
research questions, it could be considered as not applied enough for organizational research. 
Indeed, this research was aimed at creating bridges between different research fields and 
traditions, with the conviction that appraisal theories of emotion and personality theories 
have much to offer for the understanding of interpersonal phenomena encountered in 
organizational life. Although this turned out to be a difficult and sometimes daunting task, 
in which we may have satisfied no one, we hope that our research has opened the debate 
concerning, for example, the usefulness of anger at the self as a motivator and questioned 
the adaptiveness of an optimistic explanatory style for interpersonal work tasks and conflict. 
Future research in both basic and applied research will need to work together to answer the 
questions we have posed and to both replicate and expand the results from this dissertation. 
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8 French summary 
 
Durant ces vingt dernières années, les théories cognitives de l’émotion sont devenues un pilier 
important de la recherche sur les émotions. Ces théories différencient les expériences 
émotionnelles en fonction de l’évaluation d’événements déclencheurs comme étant, par 
exemple, plaisants ou déplaisants, et d’une série d’analyses de significations qui, finalement, 
expliquent l’expérience subjective et les réponses comportementales. Scherer (1984, 1993, 
2001) avance ainsi qu’un état émotionnel particulier est le résultat d’un processus d’évaluation 
cognitive (ou “ d’appraisal ”) qui prend la forme d’une séquence rapide et hiérarchiquement 
structurée d’étapes de traitement. Plus spécifiquement, cet auteur propose quatre séquences 
d’évaluation du stimulus qu’il considère comme fondamentales et nécessaires pour évaluer 
une émotion; de plus, chaque pattern de résultats consécutif aux séquences d’évaluation 
différencie un état émotionnel d’un autre. En d’autres termes, il y aurait autant d’états 
émotionnels qu’il y a de combinaisons possibles de séquences d’évaluation cognitive. La 
raison pour laquelle nous pouvons souvent regrouper les états émotionnels en catégories 
globales d’émotions de base, comme la colère, la tristesse ou la joie, est que les séquences 
d’évaluation qui aboutissent à des réponses similaires pour ces émotions sont nombreuses. En 
outre, certaines situations ou patterns de comportements seront évalués d’une façon semblable 
par différents individus d’une même culture en raison de facteurs tels que les caractéristiques 
inhérentes à la situation ou les conventions sociales.  
 
Les théories cognitives de l’émotion (par ex: Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1984, 2001; Smith & 
Ellsworth, 1985) ont démontré l’existence de liens significatifs entre des évaluations ou des 
patterns d’évaluation spécifiques et l’expérience subjective d’émotions particulières. Malgré 
le grand nombre de recherches ayant étudié les relations entre “ appraisal ” et émotions, il 
reste encore des points à éclaircir afin de mieux comprendre les processus émotionnels, 
notamment en ce qui concerne l’influence des différences inter-individuelles. De plus, la 
colère est une des émotions humaines les plus puissantes. Elle a par ailleurs été associée à des 
conséquences sociales, psychologiques et physiques défavorables. Elle semble par conséquent 
être un objet d’étude particulièrement intéressant dans le cadre de la recherche sur les 
différences individuelles.  
 
Selon la majorité des théoriciens de l’évaluation cognitive (Averill, 1982 ; Lazarus, 1991 ; 
Scherer, 2001 ; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985), un individu peut avoir une expérience émotionnelle 
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à partir du moment où un événement, ou une situation, est évalué comme important par 
rapport à ses buts et à ses besoins. Dans le cas des émotions négatives, la poursuite de ces buts 
est fréquemment évalué comme entravée. Lors d’une expérience de colère, la personne 
attribue habituellement la cause de cet obstacle à des facteurs externes, le plus souvent à une 
personne qui aurait dû se comporter autrement. En d’autres termes, une des dimensions les 
plus importantes pour distinguer la colère d’autres émotions négatives est l’attribution causale 
externe ou le blâme envers un agent qui peut choisir librement ses actions. Les émotions liées 
à des attributions internes (envers sa propre personne) sont généralement la culpabilité, la 
honte et l’embarras.  
 
Les différences individuelles par rapport à l’attribution causale ont été étudiées avec une 
grande variété d’instruments. Parmi les plus connus et les plus utilisés figurent le Attributional 
Style Questionnaire de Peterson & Seligman (1984). Peterson & Seligman ont développé un 
modèle d’attribution causale, basé sur le phénomène de l’impuissance de Seligman (1974), 
pour rendre compte des différences individuelles dans les explications causales. Ce modèle 
discerne les explications causales pour les bons événements des explications causales pour les 
mauvais événements. En effet, ces auteurs pensent que ces deux types d’explications ont des 
conséquences différentes sur le fonctionnement psychologique. Bien que le style d’attribution 
ait principalement été étudié en relation avec la dépression, une revue de Tennen & 
Herzberger (1986) a montré que le questionnaire pourrait être aussi appliqué aux recherches 
sur la motivation, sur l’estime de soi, ainsi que dans des tâches de performance.  
 
L’objectif de cette étude est de comprendre comment le style d’attribution affecte des 
dimensions spécifiques de l’évaluation cognitive qui peuvent mener à la colère. Plus 
particulièrement, nous avons étudié les évaluations cognitives et les émotions que les 
individus ont présentées lors de l’exécution d’une tâche nécessitant l’intervention de deux 
personnes et dont la réalisation était rendue impossible pour une raison ambiguë qui restait 
cachée aux participants. En accord avec Weiner (1986), nous avons postulé qu’un échec 
inattendu (obstruction du but), survenant durant la réalisation d’une tâche importante 
(implication) et dont la cause est ambiguë, stimulera la recherche de causalité et les 
évaluations cognitives concernant la raison de cet échec. Les individus peuvent attribuer 
l’échec au partenaire, à eux-mêmes, ou à d’autres facteurs. Selon les théoriciens de 
l’appraisal, l’émergence de la colère est plus probable quand la cause de l’échec est attribuée 
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au partenaire, les émotions telles que la honte, la culpabilité et l’embarras quand la cause est 
attribuée à soi-même.  
 
Le style d’attribution a souvent été défini comme un style généralisé d’évaluation  qui 
s’applique à la plupart des situations. Nous avons nommé les individus qui attribuent 
généralement la cause des événements négatifs auxquels ils sont confrontés à des facteurs 
externes (tels qu’une autre personne, la situation, le hasard, etc.) les “ Externes ” et ceux qui 
l’attribuent généralement à des facteurs internes les “ Internes ”. Nous avons ensuite postulé 
que les Externes seront plus enclins à désigner leur partenaire, la contrainte temporelle, la 
tâche, etc. pour expliquer la cause de leur échec dans l’expérience que nous leur proposions 
que les Internes. Par contre, il n’existe actuellement pas de données dans la littérature 
permettant de prédire si les attributions externes se porteront d’avantage sur le partenaire ou 
d’avantage sur d’autres facteurs externes quand les individus sont placés dans une situation 
d’interaction. Toutefois, dans une telle situation, il semble très possible que les attributions 
externes soient surtout dirigées sur une autre personne. Par conséquent, nous avons postulé 
que si  la causalité externe est centrée sur le partenaire (le blâme) chez les Externes, ces 
derniers rapporteront plus de colère dans les situations d’interactions aboutissant à un échec 
que les Internes. Les Internes rapporteront quant à eux plus de honte, de culpabilité et 
d’embarras. Nous pouvons ainsi prédire l’émergence de la colère en fonction des évaluations 
cognitives systématiques dans certaines situations et démontrer que le lien entre la 
personnalité et une émotion ressentie est modulé par l’évaluation cognitive. 
 
Méthode 
 
Nous avons mené trois études en utilisant une procédure très similaire. Les participants de 
chaque étude ont été choisis en fonction de leur score sur le Attributional Style 
Questionnaire (ASQ : Seligman, 1986). En effet, seuls les étudiants ayant obtenu un score 
les situant dans le tiers supérieur ou le tiers inférieur de l’échantillon étaient retenus pour 
l’étude. Dans un premier temps, les étudiants qui ont accepté d’y prendre part ont rempli 
une série de questionnaires sur leur personnalité. Dans un deuxième temps, ils ont été 
convoqué par paires de deux pour une séance d’expérimentation.  
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Afin d’étudier des différences individuelles dans les processus d’évaluation cognitive, il 
semblait important de mettre sur pied une situation standard qui permette de comparer les 
participants. La procédure expérimentale était composée de deux parties. La première était 
constituée de la passation de questionnaires de personnalité ; elle a été légèrement modifiée 
suite à la première étude. La seconde, une tâche interpersonnelle décrite comme un “ test 
d’intelligence sociale ” et constituant l’élément clé de cette recherche, était presque 
identique dans les trois études. Ce “ test ” que nous avons utilisé a été défini dans un cadre 
théorique basé sur notre revue de la littérature. Préalablement à son utilisation dans 
l’expérience, il avait été pretesté afin de s’assurer que les individus s’impliquent dans la 
tâche proposée et qu’il engendre une situation de conflit dont l’origine restait ambiguë pour 
les sujets. Il nous paraît important de souligner que nous n’avons pas induit la colère ou le 
conflit: nous nous sommes limités à créer une situation qui optimisait la probabilité que les 
participants entrent en conflit lors de la réalisation de la tâche, la colère envers le partenaire 
constituant alors l’une des stratégies possibles pour faire face à la situation que nous avions 
créée. 
 
Lors de la phase d’expérimentation, chaque participant est arrivée séparément dans le 
laboratoire, puis a été prié de prendre place à l’un des côtés d’une table. Cette dernière portait 
une barrière visuelle en bois en son milieu qui permettait aux participants de communiquer 
oralement, mais pas d’avoir des contacts visuels ou de voir ce que l’autre faisait de son côté. 
Afin que les participants ne soient pas conscients des buts réels de l’étude, nous leur avons 
décrit la tâche proposée comme un test d’intelligence social validé, lié à la réussite et à la 
satisfaction dans les relations professionnelles et-ou privées. Pour susciter la motivation et 
l’implication des participants dans cette tâche, nous leur avons signalé que les meilleures 
paires de participants se verraient offrir un feed-back individualisé sur le questionnaire de 
personnalité NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992), ainsi que la possibilité de participer à un 
séminaire abordant diverses stratégies permettant d’améliorer leur potentiel de communication 
interpersonnelle et leur intelligence sociale. En réalité, tous les participants avaient la 
possibilité d’obtenir le feed-back individuel et d’assister au séminaire une fois l’expérience 
achevée. 
 
Après avoir reçu une explication standardisée sur les objectifs de l’expérience et sur la 
procédure, chaque participant remplissait une copie du premier questionnaire d’évaluation 
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pré-interaction. Ce questionnaire avait pour but de mesurer les attentes des sujets ainsi que la 
pertinence ou l’importance que le test pouvait avoir pour eux avant d’exécuter la tâche. De 
plus, un premier questionnaire sur les émotions nous permettait d’établir l’état émotionnel du 
participant avant l’expérience, mesure qui servirait de ligne de base pour la suite. 
L’expérimentatrice répondait ensuite à des questions éventuelles, puis informait les 
participants qu’ils avaient 15 minutes pour résoudre la tâche et qu’ils allaient être filmés 
pendant cette interaction. 
 
Les deux participants étaient filmées durant les 15 minutes d’interaction et l’expérimentatrice 
les observait sur l’écran de télévision situé dans la pièce d’à côté afin de s’assurer qu’ils 
respectent bien toutes les consignes. Elle s’assurait également qu’aucune question ou 
problème ne survenait pendant la procédure. La tâche était un puzzle que les deux partenaires 
devaient résoudre ensemble, mais en utilisant seulement la communication orale pour se 
mettre d’accord sur l’emplacement des pièces. Les participants était informés qu’ils devaient 
trouver une solution commune parmi quatre solutions possibles, et que leur manière de 
communiquer et de résoudre la tâche sans contact visuel pourrait déterminer leur compétence 
sociale de travail. La tâche avait été construite de telle sorte que les participants aient 
l’impression qu’elle était assez facile : les puzzles avaient une forme peu compliquée et ils 
étaient à effectuer à l’aide de blocs en bois du même type que ceux qui sont utilisés par les 
enfants. En réalité, la tâche était impossible à résoudre. En effet, le puzzle que chacun des 
sujets avait devant lui était très légèrement différent de celui de son partenaire, de sorte qu’il 
arrivait toujours un moment où les participants ne pouvaient plus continuer à résoudre le 
puzzle en utilisant les mêmes blocs et en les positionnant de la même manière, ce que précisait 
cependant la consigne. Une seconde entrave à la résolution de la tâche était la limite de temps. 
Nous avons considéré le moment où les individus étaient confronté à cette contrainte comme 
un point clé, susceptible de stimuler la recherche d’informations concernant le problème et la 
formation d’attributions causales (par ex. : Est-ce que je suis nul ? Quelle erreur aie-je faite ? 
Mon/Ma partenaire ne m’écoute pas. Pourquoi est-il/elle si bête ? Cette tâche est 
impossible !). Cette durée de 15 minutes était assez longue pour permettre au conflit 
d’émerger, mais pas assez pour le résoudre et comprendre la raison réelle de l’échec.   
 
Les 15 minutes passées, l’expérimentatrice revenait dans la salle de laboratoire pour indiquer 
aux participants que le temps était écoulé. Elle leur demandait ensuite de compléter un 
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questionnaire destiné à détourner leur attention pendant qu’elle opérait le calcul (fictif) de leur 
score. La passation de ce questionnaire (le D2 de Brickenkamp, 1999) était importante dans la 
mesure où elle permettait de retirer discrètement les blocs et les puzzles de la table avant que 
les participants puissent remarquer que les jeux étaient différents. Une fois le questionnaire 
rempli, l’expérimentatrice montrait la solution correcte sur l’un des puzzles, démontrant par-là 
qu’il était possible de trouver une solution correcte. Les participants avaient, à ce moment-là, 
un deuxième questionnaire à remplir. Pendant ce temps, l’expérimentatrice se rendait dans une 
autre pièce pour calculer le score au test d’intelligence par ordinateur (ceci étant bien sûr 
fictif).  
 
Une fois le questionnaire rempli, l’expérimentatrice revenait dans la salle afin de donner aux 
participants leurs mauvais résultats (fictifs). Ces derniers étaient donnés sous la forme d’un 
graphique représentant le score combiné des participants, score qui se situait dans la moitié 
inférieure de la moyenne. L’expérimentatrice mentionnait aussi que malheureusement, avec 
un tel résultat, les participants ne pourraient pas obtenir de feed-back sur l’inventaire de 
personnalité NEO-PI-R ni assister au séminaire mentionné. Puis, les participants étaient priés 
de compléter un troisième questionnaire relatif à l’évaluation de ces mauvais résultats et à 
leurs émotions. Enfin, l’expérimentatrice remerciait les sujets pour leur participation et faisait 
un débriefing.  
 
Mesures: Nous avons mesuré l’évaluation cognitive (“ appraisal ”) et les émotions à trois 
reprises : T1 : pré-évaluation : avant de commencer la tâche ; T2 : évaluation : après la tâche 
et avant de recevoir le résultat au test ; et T3 : réévaluation : après avoir reçu le mauvais 
résultat au test. Les questionnaires ont été soigneusement élaborés pour mesurer les 
dimensions d’évaluation selon Scherer (1984, 1993, 2001) qui nous intéressent ainsi que 
l’intensité des émotions ressenties parmi une liste d’émotions choisies en fonction de nos 
hypothèses.  
    
Résultats 
 
Etude 1 : La première étude a confirmé qu’il était possible d’induire des émotions à l’aide 
de notre procédure expérimentale. Le “ test d’intelligence sociale ” a été évalué comme 
étant important par la majorité des participants. Par ailleurs, notre situation a stimulé la 
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recherche de causalité concernant l’obstruction du but et la non-résolution du test. Enfin, la 
procédure expérimentale a engendré les émotions attendues, soit la colère, l’irritation, la 
frustration, la honte, la culpabilité et l’embarras.  
 
Conformément à nos hypothèses, les Internes ont rapporté plus de honte et d’embarras que 
les Externes. Cependant, ils ont également rapporté plus de colère et d’irritation. Ces 
premiers résultats indiquaient que les Internes rapportent généralement plus d’émotions 
négatives que les Externes, autant en nombre d’émotion qu’en intensité. Pour comprendre 
ce résultat, nous avons examiné les attributions causales faites par chaque groupe de 
participants. Comme attendu, les Internes ont attribué plus souvent les causes de l’échec à 
des facteurs internes que les Externes. En revanche, nos résultats ne nous permettent pas de 
déterminer clairement si les attributions externes faites par les Externes étaient dirigées sur 
leur partenaire ou sur d’autres facteurs externes. En effet, les résultats étaient partiellement 
dépendants des questions que nous avions posées et le format de réponse proposé. Les 
analyses descriptives ont pourtant montré un effet intéressant concernant les émotions liées 
à la colère (colère, irritation, frustration) : les Externes qui avaient ressenti de la colère 
tendaient à attribuer la causalité au partenaire, contrairement aux Internes qui tendaient à se 
l’attribuer. En conclusion, les Internes semblent éprouver plus de colère, mais il est possible 
que les Externes et les Internes aient ressenti des types de colère différents. Ainsi, la 
question de la deuxième étude portait-elle sur l’objet de la colère. 
 
Etude 2 : la deuxième étude était une réplication de la première, à laquelle nous avons 
toutefois ajouté de nouvelles questions concernant l’objet de la colère et apporté quelques 
modifications pour améliorer la procédure. En général, les émotions rapportées dans la 
deuxième étude étaient très similaires à celles rapportées lors de la première étude, soit que 
les Internes ont ressenti plus de colère et de frustration et plus d’émotions négatives que les 
Externes. De plus, conformément à nos hypothèses, les Internes ont ressenti plus de honte et 
de culpabilité que les Externes. Ainsi, comme dans la première étude, les Internes ont 
éprouvé plus de colère en général, et cette colère semblait être liée à des attributions 
internes. Les Externes ont quant à eux ressenti plus d’émotions positives que les Internes. 
En outre, comme attendu, ils étaient plus disposés à blâmer leur partenaire indirectement 
pour la non-résolution du test. Au vu de l’absence de relation entre la tendance à blâmer le 
partenaire et le fait de ressentir de la colère, il est possible de comprendre cette tendance à 
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blâmer le partenaire comme une stratégie utilisée pour faire face à l’échec, une sorte de 
stratégie de coping.  
 
Finalement, nous avons examiné les questions concernant l’objet de la colère. Ici les 
résultats étaient clairs. Les Internes étaient plus disposés à se percevoir comme l’objet 
primaire de leur colère ; les Externes tendaient quant à eux à rechercher en “ d’autres 
facteurs externes ” l’objet primaire de leur colère. En d’autres termes, les Internes 
semblaient être en colère contre eux-mêmes et les Externes avaient tendance à blâmer leur 
partenaire pour les problèmes rencontrés lors de l’exécution de la tâche, mais cette tendance 
n’était pas toujours liée à la colère. En effet, lorsque les Externes étaient interrogés 
directement sur l’objet de leur colère, ils répondaient surtout “ d’autres facteurs externes ”. 
La question qui restait ouverte était de déterminer si cette réponse était le reflet d’une vraie 
évaluation de la situation ou d’un biais de réponse. Il est peut-être très difficile (et pas très 
désirable socialement) de designer le partenaire comme étant responsable de l’échec quand 
cette personne est dans la même pièce. Nous avons examiné cette hypothèse dans la 
troisième étude. 
 
Etude 3 : La troisième étude était à nouveau une réplication de la deuxième, hormis le fait 
que les participants ont été placés dans des pièces séparées pour remplir les questionnaires 
au T2 (après le “ test ”) et au T3 (après connaissance du score obtenu au test). Cette 
manœuvre avait pour but de déterminer si les Externes seraient plus disposés à considérer le 
partenaire comme l’objet de leur colère quand celui-ci n’était pas présent dans la même 
pièce.   
 
Globalement, les émotions rapportées dans la troisième étude étaient très similaires à celles 
rapportés dans les deux  premières étude. En particulier, les Internes ont ressenti plus de 
colère et de frustration et plus d’émotions négatives que les Externes, surtout au T3. De 
plus, conformément à nos hypothèses, les Internes ont rapporté plus de honte et de 
culpabilité que les Externes. En revanche, les Externes n’ont pas rapporté plus d’émotions 
positives que les Internes dans cette troisième étude. 
 
Dans les deux premières études, la majorité des différences entre les Internes et les Externes 
se situaient au T2, c’est-à-dire après avoir effectué la tâche mais avant de prendre 
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connaissance du score obtenu au test. Dans la troisième étude, les participants montraient 
une tendance à ressentir de la colère contre eux-mêmes au T2 (surtout les Internes) et contre 
des facteurs externes ou le partenaire au T3. En effet, tous les participants ont montré une 
plus grande tendance à blâmer le partenaire indirectement pour l’échec au T3 
comparativement au T2, et cette augmentation était significativement plus importante pour 
les Externes. En résumé, les Externes ont fait plus d’attributions externes et ont désigné leur 
partenaire comme étant responsable de l’échec dans la tâche proposée. Pourquoi n’ont-ils 
pas rapporté plus de colère ? A nouveau, au vu de l’absence relative de relations entre la 
tendance à blâmer le partenaire et le fait de ressentir de la colère, il est possible d’interpréter 
cette tendance comme une stratégie permettant de faire face à l’échec, une sorte de stratégie 
de coping. Cette explication devient encore plus probable si l’on tient compte du fait que les 
Internes ont rapporté plus d’émotions négatives en T3 que les Externes, et que la tendance à 
blâmer indirectement le partenaire était corrélée négativement avec le fait de ressentir les 
émotions négatives au T3.  
 
La séparation des participants en T2 et en T3 a aussi changé les réponses concernant l’objet 
de la colère. En effet, les Internes qui ont ressenti de la colère avaient une forte tendance à la 
diriger contre eux-mêmes alors que les Externes la dirigeaient contre le partenaire. Par 
conséquent, il y a eu une réplication des résultats pour les Internes, mais un changement de 
réponse pour les Externes.  
 
Discussion 
 
Nous avons proposé un cadre théorique et un plan expérimental pour étudier de façon 
systématique les antécédents de la colère et l’influence de certaines différences individuelles 
sur les évaluations cognitives et les émotions lors de la réalisation d’une tâche impliquant 
deux participants. La discussion dans ce résumé se centrera uniquement sur les éléments les 
plus importants de notre recherche.  
 
Tout d’abord, nous pouvons affirmer que notre méthode d’induction d’émotions a été un 
succès. En effet, les participants ont jugé la situation de test authentique et intéressante, et se 
sont impliqués dans la réalisation de la tâche. De plus, ils ont réellement ressenti de la 
frustration durant le test et n’ont pas su déceler l’origine de leur incapacité à résoudre la 
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tâche, ce qui a permis aux styles d’attribution individuels d’émerger et d’influer sur les 
évaluations cognitives et les émotions. Enfin, les participants ont généralement rapporté les 
mêmes patterns d’émotion à travers les trois études, ce qui suggère que la méthode 
d’induction n’a pas influencé les évaluations ou les émotions d’une manière aléatoire.  
 
Les résultats les plus intéressants concernent la fréquence de la colère dirigée contre soi 
rapporté surtout par les Internes, ainsi que le pattern de réponse présenté par les Externes. 
Une revue de la littérature a mis en évidence que la majorité des auteurs considèrent la 
colère comme étant liées à des évaluations de causalité externe orientée vers une autre 
personne (ou le blâme). Dans notre recherche, les résultats indiquent que la colère contre 
soi-même est plus fréquente que la colère contre le partenaire. Plusieurs explications 
peuvent être invoquées. Premièrement, les réponses concernant le sentiment de colère et les 
évaluations concernant l’attribution pourraient être indépendantes. Deuxièmement, ce 
résultat pourrait être dû à un type de biais de réponse, les participants ne désirant pas 
designer le partenaire comme responsable de l’échec ou admettre que leur colère était 
dirigée contre lui. Cette explication ne prend pourtant pas en considération le fait que les 
participants avaient la possibilité de choisir “d’autres facteurs externes” s’ils ne voulaient 
pas nommer directement le partenaire. Finalement, la colère contre soi-même pourrait être 
un type de colère fréquent et important, mais négligé dans la littérature. Bien que notre 
travail ne puisse pas fournir une réponse définitive à cette question, nous avons proposé 
dans notre discussion toute une série d’arguments suggérant que la colère contre soi-même 
pourrait avoir des fonctions importantes et devrait être étudiée plus en détail. 
 
Nous avons postulé que les Externes seront disposés à faire des attributions externes envers 
le partenaire et à le blâmer pour l’échec rencontré lors de l’exécution de la tâche proposée. 
Les résultats montrent en effet que les Externes sont plus enclin à blâmer leur partenaire que 
les Internes. De plus, cette tendance a augmenté à chaque étude pour aboutir, dans l’étude 3, 
à des différences (fortes et) significatives entre les Externes et les Internes. En nous 
focalisant sur les questions concernant l’objet de la colère, nous avons observé que les 
Externes montrent clairement une tendance à nommer “ d’autres facteurs externes ” comme 
première raison de leur colère dans l’étude 2, et le partenaire dans l’étude 3.  
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Nous pensons que l’augmentation de cet effet est dû à un changement particulier dans notre 
situation expérimentale. Plus particulièrement, au fil des études, les participants ont été 
progressivement séparés pour remplir les questionnaires au T2 et au T3. En effet, dans la 
première étude, les participants s’étaient rencontrés avant de travailler ensemble, et avaient 
eu la possibilité de discuter pendant 20 minutes pour apprendre à se connaître. Dans l’étude 
2, cette période de rencontre a été supprimée. Finalement, dans la troisième étude, les 
participants ont été mis dans des pièces distinctes pour remplir les questionnaires. Il est 
possible que la force de la relation existante entre les participants ait joué un rôle. Ainsi, 
moins cette relation serait forte, plus les Externes seraient enclin à designer le partenaire 
comme responsable de l’échec et plus ils rapporteraient de la colère contre ce dernier. 
Malheureusement, nous ne pouvons pas déterminer si ces réponses reflètent les vraies 
évaluations cognitives et émotions ressenties par les Externes, ou si elles traduisent 
seulement une tendance à répondre de manière socialement désirable.   
 
Finalement, comparativement aux Internes, les Externes ont ressenti en général moins de 
colère et plus d’émotions positives. Nous avons proposé que les attributions externes et le 
blâme que nous avons mesuré reflètent une stratégie permettant de faire face à l’échec, une 
manière  d’expliquer la mauvaise performance et par la suite de ménager l’estime de soi. Il 
est également possible que nous n’ayons pas su capter les évaluations concernant les 
attributions et le blâme avec les questions que nous avons posées, ou encore que 
l’attribution externe et le blâme ne soient pas nécessaire pour ressentir la colère (Berkowitz, 
1993).   
 
D’autres auteurs ont trouvé que l’attribution interne tendent à engendrer une perte d’estime 
de soi après des événements négatifs, mais que l’attribution externe pour les événements 
négatifs n’est pas considérée comme défavorable pour l’estime de soi et le bien-être de 
l’individu. La nouvelle question qui surgit de notre recherche est la suivante : Est-ce que le 
fait de blâmer une autre personne pour une mauvaise performance est une bonne stratégie 
pour réguler ses propres émotions négatives dans une situation de travail interdépendant ? Et 
si oui, est-ce qu’une telle stratégie, si elle est favorable pour la régulation émotionnelle de 
celui qui y a recours, est aussi défavorable aux relations de travail ? Les recherches futures 
pourront examiner ces questions.  
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Appendix 1 : Degree of acquaintanceship questionnaire 
 
 
Dégré de connaissance    Date de naissance : 
 
Instructions :  Pour la deuxième partie de notre étude, nous allons vous mettre avec quelqu’un 
que vous ne connaissez pas ou que très peu. Pour cela, nous avons besoin de votre aide. Voici une 
liste de noms de tous les participants. Dans un premier temps, trouvez votre nom et l’encerclez-le 
clairement.  Ensuite, pour chaque nom, veuillez encercler le chiffre correspondant au degré de 
connaissance/d’amitié que vous avez avec cette personne. Les critères pour votre choix sont les 
suivants : 
 
No Catégorie Critères 
   
0 Je ne le/la connais pas du tout Vous n’avez jamais discuté avec cette personne. 
1 Je le/la connais en passant Vous avez déjà discuté avec cette personne, par 
exemple sur une question concernant un cours.  
2 On fait des choses ensemble de temps à autre Vous mangez ensemble à midi de temps en temps, 
vous vous téléphonez pour les notes, etc. 
3 On fait souvent des choses ensemble Vous sortez régulièrement ensemble le soir pour aller 
en disco, au cinéma, à des soirées, dîner, etc. Vous 
vous téléphonez assez souvent. 
4 Nous sommes de très bon(ne)s ami(e)s Vous êtes des bon(ne)s ami(e)s depuis des années. 
 
 
Merci de marquer seulement une catégorie par personne et de répondre à tous les noms de 
la liste. 
 
 Degré de Connaissance 
Nom 
Je ne le/la 
connais pas 
du tout 
Je le/la 
connais en 
passant 
On fait des 
choses 
ensemble de 
temps à autre 
On fait 
souvent des 
choses 
ensemble 
Nous 
sommes de 
très bon(ne)s 
ami(e)s 
      
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
Participant name  0 1 2 3 4 
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 Appendix 2 :  Informed consent form 
 
 A remplir par le participant : 
 
Participant : 
 
Nom : __________________________________ Prénom : _____________________________________ 
 
Date de naissance : _________________________ Langue maternelle : _____________________________ 
 
 
J’accepte de participer à cette expérience de psychologie après avoir pris connaissance des informations suivantes: 
 
 
• L’expérience à pour but d’étudier la capacité des individus à résoudre ensembles des problèmes dans une situation 
interactive.   
 
• L’expérience prendra environ une heure et demi et pendant ce temps les participants résoudront ensemble un 
problème et rempliront quelques questionnaires sur leur vécu émotionnel et leurs impressions par rapport à la 
tâche. 
 
• Pendant l’expérience, les participants seront filmés. 
 
• Toutes les informations recueillies pendant l’expérience, y compris la vidéo, resteront strictement confidentielles et 
seront utilisées uniquement à des fins de recherche. 
 
• La participation est volontaire, et les participants sont libres d’arrêter l’étude à tout moment ou de demander que la 
vidéo soit effacée. 
 
• Après l’étude, les participants peuvent sans autre contacter l’expérimentatrice pour lui poser des questions ou lui 
parler de leurs réactions suite à cette étude. 
 
 
Par ma signature, je confirme avoir lu la description de l’étude et être d’accord d’y participer. J’ai compris les 
méthodes et procédures qui seront utilisées, j’ai reçu une réponse à toutes mes questions. J’ai volontairement choisi de 
participer et je comprends que j’ai le droit de renoncer à participer à n’importe quel moment. 
 
Lieu et date:_______________________     
Signature du Participant :_________________________________________________  
  
 
 
Appendix 3 – General cover story for the experimental phase of the study 
 
 
“Peut-être vous êtes conscients du fait que ceux qui font de la psychologie n’ont pas toujours 
une bonne réputation dans le monde de travail, ni en clinique ni dans les organisations (par 
ex. : ressources humaines). Les mauvaises langues disent même que c’est ceux qui ne peuvent 
pas réussir les examens dans d’autres facultés (par exemple, ceux qui ont raté la médecine) 
qui font de la psychologie.   
 
Les raisons majeures données par des employeurs en clinique et dans les organisations 
concernant cette réputation sont que les individus qui font de la psychologie ont moins de 
capacités pratiques pour résoudre les problèmes complexes et de coopérer avec d’autres 
personnes. Il semble aussi que les licencies en psychologie ne sont souvent pas capables de 
raisonner sur un problème donné mais vont plutôt perdre du temps avec les réflexions 
philosophiques et « inutiles ». Jusqu’à maintenant, bien qu’ils soient blessants, ces stéréotypes 
et opinions n’avez pas eu trop d’impact.  Malheureusement, depuis peu, ils commencent à 
l’influencer les décisions importantes qui pourront avoir des conséquences considérables pour 
les débouchées professionnels des psychologues.  En premier lieu, avec les problèmes 
financiers dans le système de santé en suisse, il y a une sérieuse discussion de réduire les 
places de stage pour les psychologues en faveur de plus de places pour les médecines 
stagiaires en psychiatrie. Deuxièmement, avec le surplus de personnes sur le marché qui 
veulent faire de la thérapie, des médecines veulent limiter l’accès des psychologues à des 
formations pour devenir psychothérapeute. Finalement, avec l’augmentation du chômage, les 
employeurs dans les entreprises engagent préférentiellement les licenciés en SES pour les 
postes dans les ressources humaines.  
  
Avec cette étude, nous voulons démontrer que les stéréotypes ne sont pas fondés et que les 
étudiants en psychologie sont aussi capables que des étudiants d’autres facultés. Pour faire 
cela, nous utiliserons le même test et procédure qui a déjà été utilisé par les chercheurs dans 
d’autres pays - comme les Etats Unis, l’Allemagne, et la Suède – pour diminuer la 
discrimination sur le marché du travail entre les étudiantes en science humaine (la 
psychologie, la sociologie) et les sciences dites « dur » (la médecine, la biologie, la physique). 
Je vous signale que notre recherche fait partie d’une plus grande étude en Suisse. Il y a donc 
plusieurs groupes de recherche qui font les mêmes tests avec des étudiants de psychologie 
ainsi qu’avec des étudiants d’autres facultés dans d’autres universités. Nous espérant de 
répliquer les résultats des études dans d’autres pays et de pouvoir démontrer qu’il n’y a pas de 
différence significative entre les différents facultés sur les compétence de l’intelligence 
sociale.  A la fin, les résultats de cette étude seront publiés en Suisse pour donner des 
fondements scientifiques à des discussions et décisions qui influenceront le travail futur des 
étudiants. » 
 
Appendix 4 – Social intelligence test instructions – oral 
 
 
« Chers Participants,  
 
Comme vous le savez probablement, parmi les capacités les plus importantes pour le succès 
professionnel se trouvent la capacité de communiquer avec autrui et la capacité de résoudre des 
problèmes complexes en travaillant avec d’autres. Dans le cadre de cette étude, nous voulons donc 
tester votre capacité à résoudre un problème à deux quand vous avez un temps relativement restreint 
pour le faire.  
 
Plus particulièrement, nous allons utiliser aujourd’hui un test d’intelligence sociale crée par 
Donaldson, un chercheur américain. Contrairement a beaucoup de tests de ce genre, l’objectif n’est pas 
de voir qui de vous deux est meilleur pour ce type de tâche mais de voir à quel point vous êtes 
capables de travailler ensemble pour la résoudre. Il est aussi important pour vous de savoir que le 
résultat de ce test a été fortement mis en lien avec le succès des individus dans les milieux 
professionnels nécessitant le contact avec d’autres personnes (comme la psychologie, la médecine, le 
management, etc.), ainsi qu’avec la satisfaction au travail et le niveau de stress. (Put the blocks on the 
table) 
 
Vous avez devant vous un certain nombre de blocs en bois, qui ont différentes couleurs et différentes 
formes. Vous avez tous les deux le même nombre total et les mêmes types de blocs avec les mêmes 
couleurs. Votre tâche est de constituer un puzzle comme ceci (show them a prototype) en utilisant 
impérativement tous les blocs. Les recherches antérieures ont démontré qu’à partir de 14 ans, les 
hommes et les femmes avec une intelligence moyenne peuvent résoudre ce problème seuls en 15 
minutes.  Il n’y a pas de différence de sexe dans cette capacité. De plus, les compétences géométriques 
et mathématiques ne sont pas nécessaires et les recherches ont même démontré que les compétences 
géométriques ne présentent aucun avantage pour la tâche. Il faudrait simplement connaître les formes 
et les couleurs et pouvoir en parler.  
 
Il y a quatre solutions possibles à ce problème.  Mais, parce que ceci n’est pas un test de résolution de 
problème individuel, mais un test de communication et de résolution de problème à deux, votre score 
dépend du fait que vous avez posé les mêmes pièces de la même manière, obtenant ainsi le même 
résultat graphique. Vous pouvez positioner les piéces dans toutes les orientations, mais pas un sur 
l’autre. Vous avez 15 minutes pour résoudre cette tâche. La limite de temps est très importante parce 
que dans la vie, les problèmes doivent souvent être résolus rapidement. Ne perdez donc pas trop de 
temps sur un point particulièr quand vous êtes bloquées. Vous pouvez parler autant que vous voulez, et 
en fait, vous avez besoin de parler pour pouvoir résoudre la tâche dans le temps donné. A la fin du test, 
nous allons vous donner votre résultat en vous comparant avec d’autres individus sur une échelle 
normative  
 
La plupart des individus comptent énormément sur les expressions des yeux et les expressions faciales 
pour communiquer rapidement avec leurs interlocateurs dans leur vie de tous les jours. Récemment, 
cependant, des études ont pu démontrer que de plus en plus de personnes utilisent surtout le téléphone 
et l’e-mail pour communiquer ou pour résoudre une quantité de problèmes ; et les expressions des 
yeux et du visage sont bien sûr absents de ces manières de communiquer.  Nous testons donc 
l’efficacité et la rapidité de votre capacité à communiquer et de résoudre les problèmes sans ces 
aspects non-verbaux, ce qui caractérise un aspect de l’intelligence sociale moderne. Dans ce but, nous 
vous prions de ne pas essayer de regarder ce que construit votre partenaire de son côté.  Les cameras 
que vous voyez ici sont là pour veiller à ce que vous suiviez cette consigne fondamentale.» 
Appendix 5 - Social intelligence test instructions – short written form 
 
 
• Dans le cadre de cette étude, nous voulons tester votre capacité à résoudre un 
problème à deux quand vous avez un temps relativement restreint pour le 
faire.  
 
• Contrairement a beaucoup de tests de ce genre, l’objectif n’est pas de voir qui 
de vous deux est meilleur pour ce type de tâche mais de voir à quel point vous 
êtes capable de travailler ensemble pour la résoudre. 
 
• Les résultats de ce test ont été fortement mis en lien avec le succès des 
individus dans les milieux professionnels qui nécessite le contact avec d’autres 
personnes (comme la psychologie, la médecine, le management, etc.) ainsi 
qu’avec la satisfaction au travail et le niveau de stress.  
 
• Vous avez devant vous un certain nombre de blocs en bois, qui ont différentes 
couleurs et différentes formes. Vous avez tous les deux le même nombre total 
et les mêmes types de blocs.  
 
• Votre tâche est de constituer un puzzle en utilisant impérativement tous les 
blocs.   
 
• Il y a quatre solutions possibles, mais vous devez trouver la même, ensemble. 
 
• Votre score dépend du fait que vous avez posé les mêmes pièces de la même 
manière, obtenant ainsi le même résultat graphique. 
 
• Les recherches antérieures ont démontré qu’à partir de 14 ans, les hommes et 
les femmes avec une intelligence moyenne peuvent résoudre ce puzzle seuls 
en 15 minutes.  Il n’y a pas de différence de sexe dans cette capacité.  
 
• Les compétences géométriques et mathématiques ne sont pas nécessaires et les 
recherches ont démontré que les compétences géométriques ne présentent 
aucun avantage pour la tâche. Il faudrait simplement connaître les formes et 
les couleurs et pouvoir en parler. 
 
• Vous avez 15 minutes pour résoudre cette tâche.  
 
• Vous pouvez parler autant que vous voulez. 
 
• A la fin du test, nous allons vous donner votre résultat en vous comparant avec 
d’autres individus sur une échelle normative. 
 
• Nous vous prions de ne pas regarder ce que construit votre partenaire sur son 
côté.   
 
 
Bonne Chance ! 
 
 
Appendix 7 - Correct soluton for the two puzzle shapes 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Appendix 6 - Puzzle shapes 1 and 2 (large) 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 6 - Puzzle shapes 1 and 2 (small) 
 
 
Appendix 8: Social intelligence test score given to participants 
Test d'Intelligence Sociale de Donaldson (1994)
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Appendix 9 :  Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 1 (Study 1) 
 
Afin de garantir votre anonymat, veuillez établir votre code personnel au moyen de la 
méthode suivante: 
 
La première lettre du prénom de votre mère  
La première lettre du prénom de votre père  
La première lettre de votre prénom  
La première lettre de votre nom de famille  
 
Vous êtes de sexe : M F 
 
Quelle est votre date de naissance ?____________________  
 
Quelle est votre nationalité ? _________________________ 
 
Quelle est votre langue maternelle ? ____________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
En général, jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous êtes quelqu’un de compétent en 
matière de communication et de travail avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
En général, jusqu’à quel point avez-vous l’impression que le partenaire avec qui vous 
allez travailler est quelqu’un de compétent en matière de communication et de travail 
avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
Jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous et votre partenaire, en collaborant, allez être 
compétents en matière de communication et de travail à deux? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
Avez-vous déjà fait un test d’intelligence sociale comme celui-ci ? 
 
  
Oui Non 
 
 
 
Avez-vous de l’expérience avec les puzzles ? 
 
         
Pas 
d’expérience 
       Beaucoup 
d’expérience 
 
 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile ? 
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt agréable ou plutôt 
désagréable ? 
 
         
 Très 
désagréable 
         Très 
agréable 
 
 
Vous sentez-vous personnellement capable de bien réussir ce test ?  
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire sera capable de bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Comparé aux autres binômes (deux personnes) qui effectueront ce test, pensez-vous 
que votre binôme réussira …  
 
         
moins bien que la 
plupart des autres 
binômes 
   aussi bien que la 
plupart des autres 
binômes 
   mieux que la 
plupart des 
autres binômes 
 
 
A quel point est-il important pour vous de recevoir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression q’il est important pour votre partenaire de recevoir un bon 
résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
Quel niveau du test voulez-vous personnellement choisir? 
     
  
Version standard Version avancée 
 
 
A quel point ressentez-vous chacune des émotions dans la liste ci-dessous à cet instant 
présent? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
 
 
Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 2 (Study 1)   
 
Les situations collaboratives comme celle-ci peuvent provoquer différentes réactions 
émotionnelles.  Pouvez-vous indiquer, selon vos propres termes, ce que vous avez 
ressenti?  
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
 
Quelle émotion avez vous ressenti le plus fortement ? ____________________ 
 
Quelle émotion avez vous ressenti le plus longtemps ?  ____________________ 
 
 
Avez-vous essayé de contrôler l’expression de votre émotion pendant le test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
 
         
Très désagréable        Très agréable 
 
 
Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile?  
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux résoudre ce test avec une autre personne? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Avez-vous eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
J’avais très peu 
de compétences   
       J’avais beaucoup 
de compétences  
 
 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences nécessaires pour 
bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences 
       Il/elle avait beaucoup 
de compétences 
 
Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Est-il important pour vous d’obtenir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Vous attendez-vous à recevoir un bon score à ce test, comparativement à d’autres 
binômes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Selon vous, qui de vous deux sera le plus responsable du résultat obtenu sur ce test ? 
 
         
Je suis plus 
responsable 
       Mon/ma partenaire est 
plus responsable 
 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la tâche 
proposée par ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression concernant le 
degré d’implication relatif de chacun de vous deux pendant la tâche, comment le 
feriez vous ? 
  
  Degré d’implication 
Mon/ma partenaire _________  
Moi-même _________  
Total 100   
 
 
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression concernant 
l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou d’autre chose (à spécifier) 
sur le score que vous allez recevoir sur ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
 
  Degré d’influence 
Mon/ma partenaire _________  
Moi-même _________  
Autre :____________________________ _________  
Total 100 
 
 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir sur ce test est :  
 
• causé par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• dû au hasard ou à autre chose  
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
 
Pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir à ce test reflètera correctement 
votre compétence à communiquer et à travailler avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait  
 
 
A quel point ce test a-t-il été stressant pour vous ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
stressant 
       Très stressant 
 
 
 
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression concernant la 
responsabilité de chacun sur le résultat final que vous allez recevoir à ce test, 
comment le feriez vous ? 
 
  Responsabilité sur le score final 
Mon partenaire _________  
Moi-même _________  
Autre :____________________________ _________  
Total 100  
 
 
 
A quel point avez-vous ressenti chacune des émotions mentionnées ci-dessous 
pendant le test ? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 3 (Study 1)   Code: 
 
Pouvez-vous indiquer, selon vos propres termes, ce que vous avez ressenti après avoir 
pris connaissance de votre score?  
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
 
Pour quelles raisons avez-vous reçu ce résultat: 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de votre résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
Vous attendiez-vous à ce que la comparaison entre votre score et celui des autres 
binômes soit ainsi ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux réussir ce test avec une autre personne? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Votre résultat reflète-t-il correctement vos compétences en matière de communication 
et de travail à deux ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la tâche 
proposée par ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maintenant que vous connaissez votre score, nous vous 
posons à nouveau quelques questions concernant votre 
perception de ce test. 
 
 
En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
 
         
Très désagréable        Très agréable 
 
 
Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile?  
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Pensez-vous que votre résultat final est injuste? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Dans le futur, est-ce que le résultat sur ce test d’intelligence sociale influencera votre 
manière de travailler en collaboration avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression concernant le 
degré d’implication relatif de chacun de vous deux pendant le test, comment le feriez 
vous ? 
  
  Degré de l’implication 
Mon/ma partenaire _________  
Moi-même _________  
Total 100   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression concernant le 
degré d’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou d’autre chose (à 
spécifier) sur le score que vous avez reçu sur ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
 
  Degré d’influence 
Mon/ma partenaire _________  
Moi-même _________  
Autre :____________________________ _________  
Total 100 
 
 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que votre résultat final sur ce test a été :  
 
• causé par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• dû au hasard ou à autre chose  
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous avez eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
J’avais très peu 
de compétences 
       J’avais beaucoup 
de compétences 
 
 
Avez vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences nécessaires pour 
bien réussir ce test ?  
 
         
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences 
       Il/elle avait beaucoup de 
compétences 
 
 
 
 
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression concernant la 
responsabilité de chacun sur ce résultat final, comment le feriez vous ? 
 
  Responsabilité sur le score final 
Mon partenaire _________  
Moi-même _________  
Autre :____________________________ _________  
Total 100  
 
 
Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
 
Dans le cas d’un bon résultat : 
 Entre vous deux, qui mérite le plus d’être félicité pour ce bon résultat ? 
 
         
Vous        Votre 
Partenaire
 
 
Dans le cas d’un mauvais résultat : 
 Entre vous deux, qui est le plus responsable de ce mauvais résultat ? 
 
         
Vous        Votre 
Partenaire
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A quel point ressentez-vous chacune des émotions mentionnées ci-dessous à cet 
instant présent? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 Pas du tout      
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 10 : Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 1  (Study 2) 
 
Afin de garantir votre anonymat, veuillez établir votre code personnel au moyen de la 
méthode suivante: 
 
La première lettre du prénom de votre mère  
La première lettre du prénom de votre père  
La première lettre de votre prénom  
La première lettre de votre nom de famille  
 
Vous êtes de sexe : M F 
 
Quelle est votre date de naissance ?____________________  
 
Quelle est votre nationalité ? _________________________ 
 
Quelle est votre langue maternelle ? ____________________ 
 
 
 
 
En général, à quel point est-t-il important pour vous d’être vu par autrui comme une 
personne compétente dans les situations de travail / dans vos études ? 
  
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
 
 
En général, jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous êtes quelqu’un de compétent en 
matière de communication et de travail avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
En général, jusqu’à quel point avez-vous l’impression que le partenaire avec qui vous 
allez travailler est quelqu’un de compétent en matière de communication et de travail 
avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
Jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous et votre partenaire, en collaborant, allez être 
compétents en matière de communication et de travail à deux? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
Avez-vous déjà fait un test d’intelligence sociale comme celui-ci ? 
 
  
Oui Non 
 
 
Avez-vous de l’expérience avec les puzzles ? 
 
         
Pas 
d’expérience 
       Beaucoup 
d’expérience 
 
 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile ? 
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt agréable ou plutôt 
désagréable ? 
 
         
 Très 
désagréable 
         Très 
agréable 
 
 
Vous sentez-vous personnellement capable de bien réussir ce test ?  
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire sera capable de bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Comparé aux autres binômes (deux personnes) qui effectueront ce test, pensez-vous 
que votre binôme réussira …  
 
         
moins bien que la 
plupart des autres 
binômes 
   aussi bien que la 
plupart des autres 
binômes 
   mieux que la 
plupart des 
autres binômes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A quel point est-il important pour vous de recevoir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
 
 
Selon vous, et en connaissant votre compétence de travail dans ce type de situation, 
quel score pensez-vous obtenir à ce test ? 
 
         
Mauvais score    Score moyen    Excellent score 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression q’il est important pour votre partenaire de recevoir un bon 
résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
 
 
A quel point ressentez-vous chacune des émotions dans la liste ci-dessous à cet instant 
présent? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
Déception          
Stress          
 
 
Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 2  (Study 2)  Code: 
 
Les situations collaboratives comme celle-ci peuvent provoquer différentes réactions 
émotionnelles.  Pouvez-vous indiquer, selon vos propres termes, ce que vous avez 
ressenti?  
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
 
Quelle émotion avez vous ressenti le plus fortement ? ____________________ 
 
Quelle émotion avez vous ressenti le plus longtemps ?  ____________________ 
 
 
Avez-vous essayé de contrôler l’expression de votre émotion pendant le test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
 
         
Très désagréable        Très agréable 
 
 
Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile?  
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux résoudre ce test avec une autre personne? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Avez-vous eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
J’avais très peu 
de compétences   
       J’avais beaucoup 
de compétences  
 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences nécessaires pour 
bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences 
       Il/elle avait beaucoup 
de compétences 
 
 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes aient exactement les mêmes 
compétences dans une tâche donnée. Selon vous, qui a eu le plus de compétences 
(même une très légère différence) dans ce test ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes fournissent exactement le même effort 
dans une tâche donnée. Selon vous, qui de vous deux a fourni le plus d’effort (même 
une très légère différence) dans ce test ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
Est-il important pour vous d’obtenir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Vous attendez-vous à recevoir un bon score à ce test, comparativement à d’autres 
binômes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Selon vous, qui de vous deux sera le plus responsable du résultat obtenu sur ce test ? 
 
         
Je suis plus 
responsable 
       Mon/ma partenaire est 
plus responsable 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la tâche 
proposée par ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
Que changeriez-vous dans votre manière de réaliser la tâche proposée par ce test si 
vous pouviez la refaire ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir sur ce test est :  
 
• causé par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• dû au hasard ou à autre chose  
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs n’ont pas 
toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance votre 
impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, 
et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score (Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = l’influence 
la plus importante, 3 = l’influence la moins importante)  
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir à ce test reflètera correctement 
votre compétence à communiquer et à travailler avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait  
 
 
A quel point ce test a-t-il été stressant pour vous ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
stressant 
       Très stressant 
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces facteurs n’ont 
pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance votre 
impression concernant la responsabilité relative de vous-même, de votre 
partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score? (Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 
= la responsabilité la plus grande ; 3 = la responsabilité la moins grande ) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
 
A quel point avez-vous ressenti chacune des émotions mentionnées ci-dessous 
pendant le test ? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
Déception          
Stress          
 
 
Même si nous utilisons souvent les mêmes mots pour décrire les émotions que 
nous avons ressenties dans une situation précise, la signification et le ressenti que 
nous voulons exprimer ou décrire par le mot utilisé ne sont pas les mêmes pour 
chaque individu.  Pour les émotions suivantes, veuillez nous fournir de plus 
amples renseignements : 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « frustration », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Votre frustration était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3 ) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « tristesse », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « irritation », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Votre irritation était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « embarras », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « colère », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Votre colère était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « honte », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « peur », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 3  (Study 2)  Code: 
 
Pouvez-vous indiquer, selon vos propres termes, ce que vous avez ressenti après avoir 
pris connaissance de votre score?  
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Donnez au moins trois raisons majeures expliquant, d’après vous, votre résultat: 
                   Rang 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
 
Pour chacune des raisons que vous avez mentionnées ci-dessus, classez par ordre 
d’importance sur une échelle de 1 à 5 (1 = la raison le plus importante ;  5 = la 
raison la moins importante) 
 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de votre résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
 
Vous attendiez-vous à ce que la comparaison entre votre score et celui des autres 
binômes soit ainsi ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux réussir ce test avec une autre personne? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Votre résultat reflète-t-il correctement vos compétences en matière de communication 
et de travail à deux ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la tâche 
proposée par ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
 
A répondre seulement dans le cas d’un mauvais résultat : 
 
A qui reprochez-vous le plus le mauvais résultat que vous avez reçu ? 
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
 
Maintenant que vous connaissez votre score, nous vous 
posons à nouveau quelques questions concernant votre 
perception de ce test. 
 
 
En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
 
         
Très désagréable        Très agréable 
 
 
Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile?  
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Pensez-vous que votre résultat final est injuste? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Dans le futur, est-ce que le résultat sur ce test d’intelligence sociale influencera votre 
manière de travailler en collaboration avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que votre résultat final sur ce test a été :  
 
• causé par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
 
• causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• dû au hasard ou à autre chose  
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat à ce test, ces facteurs n’ont pas 
toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance votre 
impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, 
et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score ? (Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus importante, 3 = l’influence la moins importante)  
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous avez eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
J’avais très peu 
de compétences 
       J’avais beaucoup 
de compétences 
 
 
Avez vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences nécessaires pour 
bien réussir ce test ?  
 
         
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences 
       Il/elle avait beaucoup de 
compétences 
 
 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes aient exactement les mêmes 
compétences dans une tâche donnée, selon vous qui avait le plus de compétences 
(même une très légère différence) dans ce test  ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes fournissent exactement le même effort 
dans une tâche donnée,  selon vous, qui de vous deux a fourni le plus d’effort (même 
une très légère différence) dans ce test ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat à ce test, ces facteurs n’ont 
pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance (en notant 
1, 2, et 3) votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative de vous-même, de 
votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score? (Notez 1, 2, 
et 3 : 1 = la responsabilité la plus grande ; 3 = la responsabilité la moins grande ) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A quel point ressentez-vous chacune des émotions mentionnées ci-dessous à cet 
instant présent? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 Pas du tout      
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
Déception          
Stress          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Même si nous utilisons souvent les mêmes mots pour décrire les émotions que 
nous avons ressenties dans une situation précise, la signification et le ressenti que 
nous voulons exprimer ou décrire par le mot utilisé ne sont pas les mêmes pour 
chaque individu.  Pour les émotions suivantes, veuillez nous fournir de plus 
amples renseignements : 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « frustration », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Votre frustration était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « tristesse », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « irritation », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Votre irritation était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « embarras », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « colère », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Votre colère était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « honte », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « peur », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « déception », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Appendix 11 : Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 1  (Study 3) 
 
Afin de garantir votre anonymat, veuillez établir votre code personnel au moyen de la 
méthode suivante: 
 
La première lettre du prénom de votre mère  
La première lettre du prénom de votre père  
La première lettre de votre prénom  
La première lettre de votre nom de famille  
 
Vous êtes de sexe : M F 
 
Quelle est votre date de naissance ?____________________  
 
Quelle est votre nationalité ? _________________________ 
 
Quelle est votre langue maternelle ? ____________________ 
 
 
 
 
En général, à quel point est-t-il important pour vous d’être vu par autrui comme une 
personne compétente dans les situations de travail / dans vos études ? 
  
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
 
 
En général, jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous êtes quelqu’un de compétent en 
matière de communication et de travail avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
En général, jusqu’à quel point avez-vous l’impression que le partenaire avec qui vous 
allez travailler est quelqu’un de compétent en matière de communication et de travail 
avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
Jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous et votre partenaire, en collaborant, allez être 
compétents en matière de communication et de travail à deux? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
compétent 
       Très 
compétent 
 
 
Avez-vous déjà fait un test d’intelligence sociale comme celui-ci ? 
 
  
Oui Non 
 
 
Avez-vous de l’expérience avec les puzzles ? 
 
         
Pas 
d’expérience 
       Beaucoup 
d’expérience 
 
 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile ? 
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt agréable ou plutôt 
désagréable ? 
 
         
 Très 
désagréable 
         Très 
agréable 
 
 
Vous sentez-vous personnellement capable de bien réussir ce test ?  
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire sera capable de bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Comparé aux autres binômes (deux personnes) qui effectueront ce test, pensez-vous 
que votre binôme réussira …  
 
         
moins bien que la 
plupart des autres 
binômes 
   aussi bien que la 
plupart des autres 
binômes 
   mieux que la 
plupart des 
autres binômes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A quel point est-il important pour vous de recevoir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
 
 
Selon vous, et en connaissant votre compétence de travail dans ce type de situation, 
quel score pensez-vous obtenir à ce test ? 
 
         
Mauvais score    Score moyen    Excellent score 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression q’il est important pour votre partenaire de recevoir un bon 
résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
important 
       Très 
important 
 
 
A quel point ressentez-vous chacune des émotions dans la liste ci-dessous à cet instant 
présent? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
Déception          
Stress          
 
 
Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 2  (Study 3)  Code: 
 
Les situations collaboratives comme celle-ci peuvent provoquer différen 
tes réactions émotionnelles.  Pouvez-vous indiquer, selon vos propres termes, ce que 
vous avez ressenti?  
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
 
Quelle émotion avez vous ressenti le plus fortement ? ____________________ 
 
Quelle émotion avez vous ressenti le plus longtemps ?  ____________________ 
 
A quel point avez-vous ressenti les réactions corporelles suivantes pendant le test : 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Très 
forte-
ment 
Battements rapides du 
coeur 
         
Gorge serrée          
Tension, crispation          
Boufée de chaleur, 
rougeur 
         
Chair de poule, se sentir 
glacé(e) 
         
Transpiration, mains 
moites 
         
Boule dans l’estomac          
Tremblements          
 
Comment votre manière de parler s’est modifiée pendant le test ? 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Tout 
à fait 
J’ai fait beaucoup de 
lapsus 
         
J’ai parlé plus vite que 
d’habitude 
         
J’ai parlé plus lentement 
que d’habitude 
         
Ma voix est devenue plus 
aigüe 
         
J’ai parlé plus fortement 
que d’habitude 
         
J’ai parlé plus doucement 
que d’habitude 
         
 
 
 
 
Avez-vous essayé de contrôler l’expression de votre émotion pendant le test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
 
         
Très désagréable        Très agréable 
 
 
Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile?  
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux résoudre ce test avec une autre personne? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Avez-vous eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
J’avais très peu 
de  compétences   
       J’avais beaucoup 
de compétences  
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences nécessaires pour 
bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences 
       Il/elle avait beaucoup 
de compétences 
 
 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes aient exactement les mêmes 
compétences dans une tâche donnée. Selon vous, qui a eu le plus de compétences 
(même une très légère différence) dans ce test ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
 
Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes fournissent exactement le même effort 
dans une tâche donnée. Selon vous, qui de vous deux a fourni le plus d’effort (même 
une très légère différence) dans ce test ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
Est-il important pour vous d’obtenir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Vous attendez-vous à recevoir un bon score à ce test, comparativement à d’autres 
binômes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Selon vous, qui de vous deux sera le plus responsable du résultat obtenu sur ce test ? 
 
         
Je suis plus 
responsable 
       Mon/ma partenaire est 
plus responsable 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la tâche 
proposée par ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
Que changeriez-vous dans votre manière de réaliser la tâche proposée par ce test si 
vous pouviez la refaire ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir sur ce test est :  
 
• causé par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• dû au hasard ou à autre chose  
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs n’ont pas 
toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance votre 
impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, 
et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score (Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = l’influence 
la plus importante, 3 = l’influence la moins importante)  
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
Pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir à ce test reflètera correctement 
votre compétence à communiquer et à travailler avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait  
 
 
A quel point ce test a-t-il été stressant pour vous ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
stressant 
       Très stressant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces facteurs n’ont 
pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance votre 
impression concernant la responsabilité relative de vous-même, de votre 
partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score? (Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 
= la responsabilité la plus grande ; 3 = la responsabilité la moins grande ) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
A quel point avez-vous ressenti chacune des émotions mentionnées ci-dessous 
pendant le test ? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
Déception          
Stress          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Même si nous utilisons souvent les mêmes mots pour décrire les émotions que 
nous avons ressenties dans une situation précise, la signification et le ressenti que 
nous voulons exprimer ou décrire par le mot utilisé ne sont pas les mêmes pour 
chaque individu.  Pour les émotions suivantes, veuillez nous fournir de plus 
amples renseignements : 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « frustration », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Votre frustration était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3 ) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « tristesse », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « irritation », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Votre irritation était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « embarras », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « colère », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Votre colère était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « honte », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « peur », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Appraisal and emotion questionnaire 3  (Study 3)  Code: 
 
Pouvez-vous indiquer, selon vos propres termes, ce que vous avez ressenti après avoir 
pris connaissance de votre score?  
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________ 
 
A quel point avez-vous ressenti les réactions corporelles suivantes après avoir pris 
connaissance de votre score?  
 
 
Pas 
du 
tout 
     
   Très 
forte-
ment 
Battements rapides du 
coeur 
         
Gorge serrée          
Tension, crispation          
Boufée de chaleur, 
rougeur 
         
Chair de poule, se sentir 
glacé(e) 
         
Transpiration, mains 
moites 
         
Boule dans l’estomac          
Tremblements          
 
 
Donnez au moins trois raisons majeures expliquant, d’après vous, votre résultat: 
                   Rang 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
• _________________________________________    ____ 
 
Pour chacune des raisons que vous avez mentionnées ci-dessus, classez par ordre 
d’importance sur une échelle de 1 à 5 (1 = la raison le plus importante ;  5 = la 
raison la moins importante) 
 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de votre résultat à ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
 
Vous attendiez-vous à ce que la comparaison entre votre score et celui des autres 
binômes soit ainsi ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux réussir ce test avec une autre personne? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Votre résultat reflète-t-il correctement vos compétences en matière de communication 
et de travail à deux ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la tâche 
proposée par ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout 
satisfait 
       Tout à fait 
satisfait 
 
 
Que changeriez-vous dans votre manière de réaliser la tâche proposée par ce test si 
vous pouviez la refaire ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
A répondre seulement dans le cas d’un mauvais résultat : 
 
A qui reprochez-vous le plus le mauvais résultat que vous avez reçu ? 
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maintenant que vous connaissez votre score, nous vous 
posons à nouveau quelques questions concernant votre 
perception de ce test. 
 
 
En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
 
         
Très désagréable        Très agréable 
 
 
Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile?  
 
         
Très difficile        Très facile 
 
 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Pensez-vous que votre résultat final est injuste? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Dans le futur, est-ce que le résultat sur ce test d’intelligence sociale influencera votre 
manière de travailler en collaboration avec d’autres personnes ? 
 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que votre résultat final sur ce test a été :  
 
• causé par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• causé par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
 
• causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
• dû au hasard ou à autre chose  
         
Pas du tout          Tout à fait   
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat à ce test, ces facteurs n’ont pas 
toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance votre 
impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, 
et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score ? (Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus importante, 3 = l’influence la moins importante)  
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
Pensez-vous que vous avez eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
 
         
J’avais très peu 
de compétences 
       J’avais beaucoup 
de compétences 
 
 
Avez vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences nécessaires pour 
bien réussir ce test ?  
 
         
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences 
       Il/elle avait beaucoup de 
compétences 
 
 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes aient exactement les mêmes 
compétences dans une tâche donnée, selon vous qui avait le plus de compétences 
(même une très légère différence) dans ce test  ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant ce test ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes fournissent exactement le même effort 
dans une tâche donnée,  selon vous, qui de vous deux a fourni le plus d’effort (même 
une très légère différence) dans ce test ?  
 
  
Votre partenaire Vous 
 
 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat à ce test, ces facteurs n’ont 
pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre d’importance (en notant 
1, 2, et 3) votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative de vous-même, de 
votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre score? (Notez 1, 2, 
et 3 : 1 = la responsabilité la plus grande ; 3 = la responsabilité la moins grande ) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
 
A quel point ressentez-vous chacune des émotions mentionnées ci-dessous à cet 
instant présent? (mettez une croix pour chaque émotion s.v.p.) 
 
 Pas du tout      
   Beau
coup 
Dégoût          
Joie          
Tristesse          
Colère          
Peur          
Satisfaction          
Irritation          
Espoir          
Culpabilité          
Embarras          
Anxiété          
Dédain          
Surprise          
Frustration          
Honte          
Excitation          
Nervosité          
Déception          
Stress          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Même si nous utilisons souvent les mêmes mots pour décrire les émotions que 
nous avons ressenties dans une situation précise, la signification et le ressenti que 
nous voulons exprimer ou décrire par le mot utilisé ne sont pas les mêmes pour 
chaque individu.  Pour les émotions suivantes, veuillez nous fournir de plus 
amples renseignements : 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « frustration », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Votre frustration était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre, à spécifier : ______________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « tristesse », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « irritation », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Votre irritation était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « embarras », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « colère », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Votre colère était dirigée surtout envers (veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance en marquant 1, 2, et 3) (1=le plus important ; 3= le moins 
important) 
 
___ Votre partenaire 
___ Vous-même 
___ Autre (à spécifier) ______________________________ 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « honte », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ? 
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « peur », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
 
Si vous avez indiqué « déception », quel(s) facteur(s) a(ont) été responsable(s) du 
déclenchement de cette émotion particulière dans cette situation ?  
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________ 
 
Appendix 12 – Similarities and differences between appraisal questionnaires between the three studies and variable 
descriptions 
 
 
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3    
Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
  vucomp1 
Generally be 
seen as 
competent 
vucomp1 
Generally be 
seen as 
competent 
En général, à quel point est-t-il important pour vous d’être vu par autrui 
comme une personne compétente dans les situations de travail / dans vos 
études ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout important - 
très important 
compsef1 Competence: self (1) compsef1 
Competence: 
self (1) compsef1 
Competence: 
self (1) 
En général, jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous êtes quelqu’un de 
compétent en matière de communication et de travail avec d’autres 
personnes ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout compétent - 
très compétent 
compoth1 Competence: partner (1) compoth1 
Competence: 
partner (1) compoth1 
Competence: 
partner (1) 
En général, jusqu’à quel point avez-vous l’impression que le partenaire 
avec qui vous allez travailler est quelqu’un de compétent en matière de 
communication et de travail avec d’autres personnes ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout compétent - 
très compétent 
compens1 Competence: together (1) compens1 
Competence: 
together (1) compens1 
Competence: 
together (1) 
Jusqu’à quel point pensez-vous que vous et votre partenaire, en 
collaborant, allez être compétents en matière de communication et de 
travail à deux? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout compétent - 
très compétent 
novelty1      Novelty (1) novelty1 Novelty (1) novelty1 Novelty (1) Avez-vous déjà fait un test d’intelligence sociale comme celui-ci ? Binary 1 = oui ; 2 = non 
familia1 Familiarity (1) familia1 
Familiarity 
(1) familia1 
Familiarity 
(1) Avez-vous de l’expérience avec les puzzles ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas d'expérience - 
beaucoup d'expérience
diffic1 
Task 
difficulty** 
(1) 
diffic1 
Task 
difficulty ** 
(1) 
diffic1 
Task 
difficulty ** 
(1) 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt facile ou plutôt 
difficile ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Très difficile - très 
facile 
pleasa1 Pleasantness (1) pleasa1 
Pleasantness 
(1) pleasa1 
Pleasantness 
(1) 
Pensez-vous que ce test d’intelligence sociale sera plutôt agréable ou 
plutôt désagréable ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Très désagréable - très 
agréable 
powself1 Power: self (1) powself1 
Power: self 
(1) powself1 
Power: self 
(1) Vous sentez-vous personnellement capable de bien réussir ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
powoth1 Power: partner (1) powoth1 
Power: 
partner (1) powoth1 
Power: 
partner (1) 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire sera capable de bien réussir 
ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
 
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3    
Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
powcom1 Power: together (1) powcom1 
Power: 
together (1) powcom1 
Power: 
together (1) 
Comparé aux autres binômes (deux personnes) qui effectueront ce test, 
pensez-vous que votre binôme réussira … 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
1 = moins bien que la 
plupart des autres 
binômes; 5 = aussi bien 
que la plupart des autres 
binômes; 9 = mieux que 
la plupart des autres 
binômes 
impself1 Importance: self (1) impself1 
Importance: 
self (1) impself1 
Importance: 
self (1) 
A quel point est-il important pour vous de recevoir un bon résultat à ce 
test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout important - 
très important 
  score1 
Anticipate a 
good score 
(1) 
score1 
Anticipate a 
good score 
(1) 
Selon vous, et en connaissant votre compétence de travail dans ce type 
de situation, quel score pensez-vous obtenir à ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
1 = mauvais score; 5 = 
score moyen; 9 = 
excellent score 
impoth1 Importance: partner (1) impoth1 
Importance: 
partner (1) impoth1 
Importance: 
partner (1) 
Avez-vous l’impression q’il est important pour votre partenaire de 
recevoir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout important - 
très important 
         
pleasa2 Pleasantness (2) pleasa2 
Pleasantness 
(2) pleasa2 
Pleasantness 
(2) En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Très désagréable - très 
agréable 
diffic2 
Task 
difficulty** 
(2) 
diffic2 Task difficulty (2) diffic2 
Task 
difficulty (2) Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Très difficile - très 
facile 
gencon2 
General 
controllability 
(2) 
gencon2 
General 
controllability 
(2) 
gencon2 
General 
controllability 
(2) 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? Continuous  (1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
another2 
Better 
performance 
with another 
(2) 
another2 
Better 
performance 
with another 
(2) 
another2 
Better 
performance 
with another 
(2) 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux résoudre ce test avec une autre 
personne? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
compsef2 Competence: self (2) compsef2 
Competence: 
self (2) compsef2 
Competence: 
self (2) Avez-vous eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
J'avais très peu de 
compétences - j'avais 
beaucoup de 
compétences 
compoth2 Competence: partner (2) compoth2 
Competence: 
partner (2) compoth2 
Competence: 
partner (2) 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences 
nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences - il/elle 
avait beaucoup de 
compétences 
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3    
Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
  comptot2 
Competence: 
forced choice 
(2) 
comptot2 
Competence: 
forced choice 
(2) 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes aient exactement les 
mêmes compétences dans une tâche donnée. Selon vous, qui a eu le plus 
de compétences (même une très légère différence) dans ce test ? 
Binary 1= votre partenaire; 2 = vous 
effself2 Effort: self (2) effself2 
Effort: self 
(2) effself2 
Effort: self 
(2) Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
effoth2 Effort: partner (2) effoth2 
Effort: 
partner (2) effoth2 
Effort: 
partner (2) 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant 
ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
  efftot2 Effort: forced choice (2) efftot2 
Effort: forced 
choice (2) 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes fournissent exactement le 
même effort dans une tâche donnée. Selon vous, qui de vous deux a 
fourni le plus d’effort (même une très légère différence) dans ce test ? 
Binary 1= votre partenaire; 2 = vous 
impself2 Importance: self (2) impself2 
Importance: 
self (2) impself2 
Importance: 
self (2) Est-il important pour vous d’obtenir un bon résultat à ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
attent2 
Expect a 
good score 
(2) 
attent2 
Expect a 
good score 
(2) 
attent2 
Expect a 
good score 
(2) 
Vous attendez-vous à recevoir un bon score à ce test, comparativement à 
d’autres binômes ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
respon2 
Responsabilit
y: self vs. 
partner (2) 
respon2 
Responsabilit
y: self vs. 
partner (2) 
respon2 
Responsabilit
y: self vs. 
partner (2) 
Selon vous, qui de vous deux sera le plus responsable du résultat obtenu 
sur ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Je suis plus responsable 
- Mon/ma partenaire est 
plus responsable 
strateg2 Satisfied with strategy (2) strateg2 
Satisfied with 
strategy (2) strateg2 
Satisfied with 
strategy (2) 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la 
tâche proposée par ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout satisfait - 
tout à fait satisfait 
  change2 
What would 
you change? 
(2) 
change2 
What would 
you change? 
(2) 
Que changeriez-vous dans votre manière de réaliser la tâche proposée 
par ce test si vous pouviez la refaire ? 
Open 
Question  
self2 Cause: self (2) self2 
Cause: self 
(2) self2 
Cause: self 
(2) 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé par vous-même 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
selfint2 Cause: self intentional (2) selfint2 
Cause: self 
intentional (2) selfint2 
Cause: self 
intentional (2)
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
 
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3    
Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
part2 Cause: partner (2) part2 
Cause: 
partner (2) part2 
Cause: 
partner (2) 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé par votre partenaire 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
partint2 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional (2) 
partint2 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional (2)
partint2 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional (2)
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
hazard2 Cause: chance (2) hazard2 
Cause: 
chance (2) hazard2 
Cause: 
chance (2) 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est dû au hasard ou à autre chose 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
imploth2 
Implication in 
the task: 
partner (2) 
    
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant le degré d’implication relatif de chacun de vous deux pendant 
la tâche, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Degré d’implication: 
Mon / ma partenaire = 
____/100 
implsel2 
Implication in 
the task: self 
(2) 
    
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant le degré d’implication relatif de chacun de vous deux pendant 
la tâche, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage Degré d’implication: Moi-même = ____/100
infloth2 Influence: partner (2)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou 
d’autre chose (à spécifier) sur le score que vous allez recevoir sur ce test, 
comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Degré d’influence: Mon 
/ ma partenaire = 
____/100 
inflsel2 Influence: self (2)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou 
d’autre chose (à spécifier) sur le score que vous allez recevoir sur ce test, 
comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage Degré d’influence: Moi-même = ____/100 
inflext2 Influence: external (2)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou 
d’autre chose (à spécifier) sur le score que vous allez recevoir sur ce test, 
comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Degré d’influence: 
Autre (à spécifier) = 
____/100 
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Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
  inflpar2 
Degree of 
influence: 
partner (2) 
inflpar2 
Degree of 
influence: 
partner (2) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
  inflslf2 
Degree of 
influence: self 
(2) 
inflslf2 
Degree of 
influence: self 
(2) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
  inflext2 
Degree of 
influence: 
external (2) 
inflext2 
Degree of 
influence: 
external (2) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
  inflsp2 
Degree of 
influence: 
specify (2) 
inflsp2 
Degree of 
influence: 
specify (2) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
ajust2 
Score will 
reflect real 
capacities (2) 
ajust2 
Score will 
reflect real 
capacities (2)
ajust2 
Score will 
reflect real 
capacities (2)
Pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir à ce test reflètera 
correctement votre compétence à communiquer et à travailler avec 
d’autres personnes ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
stressf2 
Test 
perceived as 
stressful (2) 
stressf2 
Test 
perceived as 
stressful (2) 
stressf2 
Test 
perceived as 
stressful (2) 
A quel point ce test a-t-il été stressant pour vous ? Continuous  (1-9) 
Pas du tout stressant - 
très stressant 
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Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
respoth2 Responsable: partner (2)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant la responsabilité de chacun sur le résultat final que vous allez 
recevoir à ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Responsabilité sur le 
score final: Mon / ma 
partenaire = ____/100 
respsel2 Responsable: self (2)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant la responsabilité de chacun sur le résultat final que vous allez 
recevoir à ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Responsabilité sur le 
score final: Moi-même 
= ____/100 
respext2 Responsable: external (2)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant la responsabilité de chacun sur le résultat final que vous allez 
recevoir à ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Responsabilité sur le 
score final: Autre (à 
spécifier) = ____/100 
  resppar2 
Degree of 
responsability
: partner (2) 
resppar2 
Degree of 
responsability
: partner (2) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
  respslf2 
Degree of 
responsability
: self (2) 
respslf2 
Degree of 
responsability
: self (2) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
  respext2 
Degree of 
responsability
: external (2)
respext2 
Degree of 
responsability
: external (2)
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
 
 
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3    
Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
  extspec2 
Degree of 
responsability
: specify (2) 
extspec2 
Degree of 
responsability
: specify (2) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
         
reason3 Reason(s) for the score (3)     Pour quelles raisons avez-vous reçu ce résultat ? 
Open 
Question  
  reas1_3 
First reason 
for the score 
(3) 
reas1_3 
First reason 
for the score 
(3) 
Donnez au moins trois raisons majeures expliquant, d’après vous, votre 
résultat: 
Open 
Question  
  reas2_3 
Second 
reason for the 
score (3) 
reas2_3 
Second 
reason for the 
score (3) 
Donnez au moins trois raisons majeures expliquant, d’après vous, votre 
résultat: 
Open 
Question  
  reas3_3 
Third reason 
for the score 
(3) 
reas3_3 
Third reason 
for the score 
(3) 
Donnez au moins trois raisons majeures expliquant, d’après vous, votre 
résultat: 
Open 
Question  
  reas4_3 
Fourth reason 
for the score 
(3) 
reas4_3 
Fourth reason 
for the score 
(3) 
Donnez au moins trois raisons majeures expliquant, d’après vous, votre 
résultat: 
Open 
Question  
  reas5_3 
Fifth reason 
for the score 
(3) 
reas5_3 
Fifth reason 
for the score 
(3) 
Donnez au moins trois raisons majeures expliquant, d’après vous, votre 
résultat: 
Open 
Question  
satisf3 
Satisfaction 
with the score 
(3) 
satisf3 
Satisfaction 
with the score 
(3) 
satisf3 
Satisfaction 
with the score 
(3) 
Etes-vous satisfait de votre résultat à ce test ? Continuous  (1-9) 
Pas du tout satisfait - 
tout à fait satisfait 
attent3 Expected this score (3) attent3 
Expected this 
score (3) attent3 
Expected this 
score (3) 
Vous attendiez-vous à ce que la comparaison entre votre score et celui 
des autres binômes soit ainsi ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
another3 
Better 
performance 
with another 
(3) 
another3 
Better 
performance 
with another 
(3) 
another3 
Better 
performance 
with another 
(3) 
Pensez-vous que vous auriez pu mieux réussir ce test avec une autre 
personne? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3    
Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
real3 
Score reflects 
real capacities 
(3) 
real3 
Score reflects 
real capacities 
(3) 
real3 
Score reflects 
real capacities 
(3) 
Votre résultat reflète-t-il correctement vos compétences en matière de 
communication et de travail à deux ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
strateg3 Satisfied with strategy (3) strateg3 
Satisfied with 
strategy (3) strateg3 
Satisfied with 
strategy (3) 
Etes-vous satisfait de la stratégie que vous avez utilisée pour résoudre la 
tâche proposée par ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Pas du tout satisfait - 
tout à fait satisfait 
    change3 
What would 
you change? 
(3) 
Que changeriez-vous dans votre manière de réaliser la tâche proposée 
par ce test si vous pouviez la refaire ? 
Open 
Question  
goodres3 
Responsibilit
y (good 
score): self 
vs. partner (3) 
    Dans le cas d’un bon résultat: Entre vous deux, qui mérite le plus d’être félicité pour ce bon résultat ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
1= vous; 9= votre 
partenaire 
badres3 
Responsibilit
y (poor 
score): self 
vs. partner (3) 
    Dans le cas d’un mauvais résultat: Entre vous deux, qui mérite le plus d’être félicité pour ce bon résultat ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
1= vous; 9= votre 
partenaire 
  blame3 
Who is most 
to blame for 
poor score? 
(3) 
blame3 
Who is most 
to blame for 
poor score? 
(3) 
A répondre seulement dans le cas d'un mauvais résultat: A qui reprochez-
vous le plus le mauvais résultat que vous avez reçu ? Binary 
1= votre partenaire; 2 = 
vous 
pleasa3 Pleasantness (3) pleasa3 
Pleasantness 
(3) pleasa3 
Pleasantness 
(3) En général, comment avez-vous trouvé ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Très désagréable - très 
agréable 
diffic3 
Task 
difficulty** 
(3) 
diffic3 
Task 
difficulty** 
(3) 
diffic3 
Task 
difficulty** 
(3) 
Ce test était-il plutôt facile ou plutôt difficile? Continuous  (1-9) 
Très difficile - très 
facile 
gencon3 
General 
controllability 
(3) 
gencon3 
General 
controllability 
(3) 
gencon3 
General 
controllability 
(3) 
Pensez-vous que la plupart des personnes pourrait bien réussir ce test ? Continuous  (1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
justice3 Score is unfair (3) justice3 
Score is 
unfair (3) justice3 
Score is 
unfair (3) Pensez-vous que votre résultat final est injuste? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
 
 
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3    
Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
ajust3 Adjustment (3) ajust3 
Adjustment 
(3) ajust3 
Adjustment 
(3) 
Dans le futur, est-ce que le résultat sur ce test d’intelligence sociale 
influencera votre manière de travailler en collaboration avec d’autres 
personnes ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
self3 Cause: self (3) self3 
Cause: self 
(3) self3 
Cause: self 
(3) 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé par vous-même 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
selfint3 Cause: self intentional (3) selfint3 
Cause: self 
intentional (3) selfint3 
Cause: self 
intentional (3)
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé intentionnellement par vous-même 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
part3 Cause: partner (3) part3 
Cause: 
partner (3) part3 
Cause: 
partner (3) 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé par votre partenaire 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
partint3 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional (3) 
partint3 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional (3)
partint3 
Cause: 
partner 
intentional (3)
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est causé intentionnellement par votre partenaire 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
hazard3 Cause: chance (3) hazard3 
Cause: 
chance (3) hazard3 
Cause: 
chance (3) 
Dans quelle mesure pensez-vous que le résultat que vous allez recevoir 
sur ce test est dû au hasard ou à autre chose 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
  inflpar3 
Degree of 
influence: 
partner (3) 
inflpar3 
Degree of 
influence: 
partner (3) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
  inflslf3 
Degree of 
influence: self 
(3) 
inflslf3 
Degree of 
influence: self 
(3) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
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Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
  inflext3 
Degree of 
influence: 
external (3) 
inflext3 
Degree of 
influence: 
external (3) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
  inflsp3 
Degree of 
influence: 
specify (3) 
inflsp3 
Degree of 
influence: 
specify (3) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent influencer le résultat de ce test, ces facteurs 
n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par ordre 
d’importance votre impression concernant l’influence relative de vous-
même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) sur votre 
score 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = 
l’influence la plus 
importante, 3 = 
l’influence la moins 
importante) 
compsef3 Competence: self (3) compsef3 
Competence: 
self (3) compsef3 
Competence: 
self (3) 
Pensez-vous que vous avez eu les compétences nécessaires pour bien 
réussir ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
J'avais très peu de 
compétences - j'avais 
beaucoup de 
compétences 
compoth3 Competence: partner (3) compoth3 
Competence: 
partner (3) compoth3 
Competence: 
partner (3) 
Avez vous l’impression que votre partenaire avait les compétences 
nécessaires pour bien réussir ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) 
Il/elle avait très peu de 
compétences - il/elle 
avait beaucoup de 
compétences 
  comptot3 
Competence: 
forced choice 
(3) 
comptot3 
Competence: 
forced choice 
(3) 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes aient exactement les 
mêmes compétences dans une tâche donnée, selon vous qui avait le plus 
de compétences (même une très légère différence) dans ce test  ? 
Binary 1= votre partenaire; 2= vous 
effself3 Effort: self (3) effself3 
Effort: self 
(3) effself3 
Effort: self 
(3) Avez-vous fait de votre mieux durant ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
effoth3 Effort: partner (3) effoth3 
Effort: 
partner (3) effoth3 
Effort: 
partner (3) 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire a fait de son mieux durant 
ce test ? 
Continuous  
(1-9) Pas du tout - tout à fait
  efftot3 Effort: forced choice (3) efftot3 
Effort: forced 
choice (3) 
Il est presque impossible que deux personnes fournissent exactement le 
même effort dans une tâche donnée,  selon vous, qui de vous deux a 
fourni le plus d’effort (même une très légère différence) dans ce test ? 
Binary 1= votre partenaire; 2= vous 
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Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
  resppar3 
Degree of 
responsability
: partner (3) 
resppar3 
Degree of 
responsability
: partner (3) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
  respslf3 
Degree of 
responsability
: self (3) 
respslf3 
Degree of 
responsability
: self (3) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
  respext3 
Degree of 
responsability
: external (3)
respext3 
Degree of 
responsability
: external (3)
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
  extspec3 
Degree of 
influence: 
specify (3) 
extspec3 
Degree of 
influence: 
specify (3) 
Plusieurs facteurs peuvent être responsables du résultat de ce test, ces 
facteurs n’ont pas toujours la même importance. Veuillez mettre par 
ordre d’importance votre impression concernant la responsabilité relative 
de vous-même, de votre partenaire, et/ou d’autres facteurs (à spécifier) 
sur votre score? 
Ranking 
(1,2,3) 
(Notez 1, 2, et 3 : 1 = la 
responsabilité la plus 
grande, 3 = la 
responsabilité la moins 
grande) 
imploth3 
Implication in 
the task: 
partner (3) 
    
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant le degré d’implication relatif de chacun de vous deux pendant 
la tâche, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Degré d’implication: 
Mon / ma partenaire = 
____/100 
implsel3 
Implication in 
the task: self 
(3) 
    
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant le degré d’implication relatif de chacun de vous deux pendant 
la tâche, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage Degré d’implication: Moi-même = ____/100
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Variable Variable label Variable 
Variable 
label Variable
Variable 
label Exact Question 
Type of 
Question Response 
infloth3 Influence: partner (3)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou 
d’autre chose (à spécifier) sur le score que vous allez recevoir sur ce test, 
comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Degré d’influence: Mon 
/ ma partenaire = 
____/100 
inflsel3 Influence: self (3)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou 
d’autre chose (à spécifier) sur le score que vous allez recevoir sur ce test, 
comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage Degré d’influence: Moi-même = ____/100 
inflext3 Influence: external (3)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant l’influence relative de vous-même, de votre partenaire, ou 
d’autre chose (à spécifier) sur le score que vous allez recevoir sur ce test, 
comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Degré d’influence: 
Autre (à spécifier) = 
____/100 
respoth3 Responsable: partner (3)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant la responsabilité de chacun sur le résultat final que vous allez 
recevoir à ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Responsabilité sur le 
score final: Mon / ma 
partenaire = ____/100 
respsel3 Responsable: self (3)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant la responsabilité de chacun sur le résultat final que vous allez 
recevoir à ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Responsabilité sur le 
score final: Moi-même 
= ____/100 
respext3 Responsable: external (3)     
Si vous deviez distribuer 100 points pour indiquer votre impression 
concernant la responsabilité de chacun sur le résultat final que vous allez 
recevoir à ce test, comment le feriez vous ? 
Percentage 
Responsabilité sur le 
score final: Autre (à 
spécifier) = ____/100 
         
 
 
 
Appendix 13 : Post experiment questionnaire 
 
 
Chaque personne a sa propre manière de comprendre une étude scientifique complexe comme 
celle-ci.  Décrivez dans vos propres mots votre compréhension du (des) but(s) le(s) plus 
essentiel(s) de cette étude : 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Des individus réagissent souvent très différemment face à des caméras.  Si la présence de la 
caméra vous a influencé pendant l’expérience aujourd’hui, décrivez l(es)’influence(s) majeure(s) 
de celle-ci sur votre comportement.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dans quelle mesure est-il important pour vous d’être étudiant(e) en psychologie ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Dans quelle mesure est-ce positif pour vous d’être étudiant(e) en psychologie ?  
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
 
Avez-vous d’autres commentaires par rapport à l’expérience ? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Un grand merci ! 
Appendix 14 : Relationship-building instructions and questions – Study 1 
 
Introduction : Quand nous travaillons avec des personnes par téléphone, par fax ou par e-mail, 
même à travers de longues distances, nous voulons souvent savoir à qui nous avons affaire. Ceci 
est particulièrement vrai quand nous travaillons sur des problèmes complexes ou quand nous 
travaillons de manière continue avec la même personne. Par conséquent, les individus 
professionnels se posent aussi des questions d’ordre plus privé pendant les contacts téléphoniques 
afin de mieux se connaître et parfois en espérant pouvoir mieux travailler ensemble. Certains se 
sentent même plus à l’aise pour discuter avec les personnes à travers ces nouvelles formes de 
communication (téléphone, fax, e-mail) qu’avec les personnes face-à-face. 
 
 
Instructions : Répondez à tour de rôle à chaque question dans l’ordre où elles sont présentées.  
 
 
 
1. Quel est ton nom ? 
2. Quel age as-tu ? 
3. D’où viens-tu ? 
4. Pourquoi as-tu décidé d’étudier la psychologie ? 
5. Qu’est-ce que tu veux faire après la licence ? 
6. Décris un « jour parfait ».  Pourquoi est-il parfait ? 
7. Si tu pouvais vivre jusqu’à l’âge de 90 ans, en gardant soit l’esprit, soit le corps d’une 
personne de 30 ans, lequel choisirais-tu ?  Pourquoi ? 
8. Prends 4 minutes et raconte l’histoire de ta vie (en détails).   
9. Si tu pouvais te réveiller demain matin, ayant une qualité ou une compétence en plus, 
laquelle choisirais-tu ? Pourquoi ? 
10. Si une boule de cristal magique pouvait te dire la vérité concernant quelque chose sur 
toi-même, sur ta vie, sur ton avenir ou sur tout autre chose, qu’est-ce que tu voudrais 
savoir ?  
11. De quoi es-tu le plus reconnaissant dans ta vie ? 
12. Existe-t-il quelque chose que tu rêves de faire depuis déjà très longtemps ?  Pourquoi 
ne l’as-tu pas encore fait ? 
13. Quel a été la plus belle réussite de ta vie ?  
14. Qu’est-ce qui est le plus important dans une amitié pour toi ?  
15. Quel est ton plus beau souvenir ? 
16. Si tu savais que tu vas mourir dans un an, changerais-tu la manière dont tu vis ta vie 
maintenant ? Pourquoi ? 
17. Ta maison, avec tout ce que tu possèdes au monde, est entrain de brûler. Après que tu 
aies sauvé ta famille, tes amis, et tes animaux, tu as encore le temps de chercher une 
dernière chose dans la maison.  Qu’est-ce que tu sauveras ? Pourquoi ? 
18. Nomme trois choses que ton partenaire et toi avez en commun  
19. Qu’est-ce que l’amitié signifie pour toi ? 
20. Quels rôles jouent l’amour et l’affection dans ta vie ?  
 
Appendix 15 - Pre-relationship building questionnaire – Study 1 
 
Afin de garantir votre anonymat, veuillez établir votre code personnel au moyen de la méthode 
suivante: 
 
La première lettre du prénom de votre mère  
La première lettre du prénom de votre père  
La première lettre de votre prénom  
La première lettre de votre nom de famille  
 
Vous êtes de sexe : M F 
 
Quelle est votre date de naissance ?____________________  
 
Quelle est votre nationalité ? _________________________ 
 
Quelle est votre langue maternelle ? ____________________ 
 
 
 
 
Selon votre première impression, quel degré de similarité (personnalité, valeurs, style de 
vie, etc.) existe entre vous et votre partenaire ?   
 
         
Nous sommes 
très différents  
       Nous sommes 
très similaires 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire est quelqu’un de sympathique ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
A quel point votre partenaire vous semble familier ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Est-ce que vous vous sentez proche de votre partenaire ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire est quelqu’un que vous choisiriez comme 
collaborateur dans un travail de groupe où le résultat est important pour vos études  ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire est quelqu’un avec qui vous pourriez  
devenir ami ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Voici une série d’affirmations qui pourraient correspondre à votre première impression de 
votre  partenaire ;  dans quelle mesure êtes-vous d’accord avec chaque affirmation ? 
 
Complètement faux :      Absolument vrai : 
pas du tout d’accord      tout à fait d’accord 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
16. Je le/la recommanderais vivement pour un poste à responsabilité. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
17. A mon avis, il/elle est d’une maturité exceptionnelle. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
18. J’ai une grande confiance en la sûreté de son jugement. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
19. La plupart des gens réagiraient très favorablement envers lui après 
une brève rencontre. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
20. Je pense que nous sommes assez semblables. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
21. Je voterais pour lui/elle lors d’une élection au sein d’une classe ou 
d’un groupe. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
22. Je pense qu’il/elle est de ces personnes qui se font rapidement 
respecter. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
23. Je pense qu’il/elle est une personne extrêmement intelligente. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
24. Il /elle est une des personnes les plus appréciables que je connaisse. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
25. Il/elle est le genre de personne auquel je voudrais moi-même 
ressembler. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
26. Il me semble qu’il lui est très facile de susciter l’admiration. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
 
Appendix 16 - Post-relationship building questionnaire – Study 1 
 
 
Selon vous, quel degré de similarité (personnalité, valeurs, style de vie, etc.) existe entre 
vous et votre partenaire ?   
 
         
Nous sommes 
très différents  
       Nous sommes 
très similaires 
 
Trouvez-vous que votre partenaire est quelqu’un de sympathique ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
A quel point votre partenaire vous est familier ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Est-ce que vous vous sentez proche de votre partenaire ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Dans le futur, choisiriez-vous votre partenaire comme collaborateur dans un  
travail de groupe où le résultat est important pour vos études ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Vous semble-t-il que votre partenaire soit quelqu’un avec qui vous pourriez devenir ami ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire est quelqu’un d’intelligent ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Pourquoi ? 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Avez vous l’impression que votre partenaire est quelqu’un de motivé, qui aime réussir ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Pourquoi ?   
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire aime communiquer ou qu’il/elle est plutôt 
réservé(e) ? 
 
         
Aime 
communiquer 
       Est plutôt 
réservé 
 
Pourquoi ?  
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Avez-vous l’impression que votre partenaire discute volontiers de ses émotions ? 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Pourquoi ? 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Pourquoi pensez-vous que votre partenaire a partagé les éléments personnels de sa vie avec 
vous ? (donnez une réponse a chaqu’une des trois questions, s.v.p.)   
 
 a. Seulement parce que c’était la consigne de l’étude : 
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
  
 b. Parce qu’il/elle est une personne qui, en général, partage facilement des  
  éléments personnels avec d’autres :  
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
 c. Parce qu’il/elle me trouve sympathique et que nous avons ressenti de  
  la complicité :   
 
         
Pas du tout        Tout à fait 
 
Voici une série d’affirmations qui pourraient correspondre à votre impression de votre  
partenaire maintenant que vous la/le connaissez un peu mieux;  dans quelle mesure êtes-
vous d’accord avec chaque affirmation ? 
 
Complètement faux :      Absolument vrai : 
pas du tout d’accord      tout à fait d’accord 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
16. Je le/la recommanderais vivement pour un poste à responsabilité. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
17. A mon avis, il/elle est d’une maturité exceptionnelle. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
18. J’ai une grande confiance en la sûreté de son jugement. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
19. La plupart des gens réagiraient très favorablement envers lui après 
une brève rencontre. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
20. Je pense que nous sommes assez semblables. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
21. Je voterais pour lui/elle lors d’une élection au sein d’une classe ou 
d’un groupe. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
22. Je pense qu’il/elle est de ces personnes qui se font rapidement 
respecter. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
23. Je pense qu’il/elle est une personne extrêmement intelligente. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
24. Il /elle est une des personnes les plus appréciables que je connaisse. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
25. Il/elle est le genre de personne auquel je voudrais moi-même 
ressembler. 
1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
26. Il me semble qu’il lui est très facile de susciter l’admiration. 1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
 
  
Appendix 17: Raw means, SD, and independent t-test comparing personality groups for the 
exploratory variables measured in Study 1 
 
Variable Name¹ Mean SD ASQ Group 
Group 
Mean Group SD t (38) 
Competence: self (1) 5.85 1.33 External 6.19 1.12 1.75 
   Internal 5.47 1.47  
Competence: partner (1) 6.63 1.00 External 6.52 0.98 -0.67 
   Internal 6.74 1.05  
Competence: together (1) 6.53 1.28 External 6.57 1.03 0.24 
   Internal 6.47 1.54  
Novelty (1) 1.98 0.16 External 2.00 0.00 1.05 
   Internal 1.95 0.23  
Familiarity (1) 4.33 2.39 External 3.90 2.07 -1.18 
   Internal 4.79 2.68  
Task difficulty** (1) 4.50 1.30 External 4.57 1.08 0.36 
   Internal 4.42 1.54  
Pleasantness (1) 5.78 1.69 External 6.33 1.56 2.32* 
   Internal 5.16 1.64  
Power: self (1) 6.13 1.76 External 6.29 1.55 0.60 
   Internal 5.95 1.99  
Power: partner (1) 6.90 1.13 External 6.71 1.19 -1.10 
   Internal 7.11 1.05  
Power: together (1) 5.33 0.94 External 5.33 1.02 0.06 
   Internal 5.32 0.89  
Control expression (2) 4.40 2.42 External 4.14 2.37 -0.70 
   Internal 4.68 2.50  
Pleasantness (2) 5.75 2.02 External 6.00 1.95 0.82 
   Internal 5.47 2.12  
Task difficulty** (2) 3.63 1.78 External 4.67 1.62 4.92** 
   Internal 2.47 1.12  
General controllability (2) 5.10 1.89 External 5.71 1.79 2.27* 
   Internal 4.42 1.80  
Competence: self (2) 4.55 1.72 External 5.19 1.54 2.66** 
   Internal 3.84 1.68  
Competence: partner (2) 5.85 1.67 External 6.00 1.52 0.59 
   Internal 5.68 1.86  
Expect a good score (2) 3.30 1.68 External 3.71 1.65 1.68 
   Internal 2.84 1.64  
Satisfied with strategy (2) 4.58 2.15 External 5.10 2.17 1.65 
   Internal 4.00 2.03  
Implication in the task: partner (2) 51.38 6.10 External 52.14 6.04 0.83 
   Internal 50.53 6.21  
Implication in the task: self (2) 48.63 6.10 External 47.86 6.04 -0.83 
   Internal 49.47 6.21  
Influence: partner (2) 47.63 10.13 External 48.10 8.87 0.31 
   Internal 47.11 11.58  
Influence: self (2) 46.38 9.61 External 46.67 8.11 0.20 
   Internal 46.05 11.25  
Influence: external (2) 6.00 13.74 External 5.24 12.89 -0.37 
   Internal 6.84 14.93  
Score will reflect real capacities (2) 3.88 1.80 External 4.10 1.70 0.81 
   Internal 3.63 1.92  
Satisfaction with the score (3) 3.48 1.32 External 3.38 1.43 -0.47 
   Internal 3.58 1.22  
Expected this score (3) 4.65 2.23 External 4.52 2.16 -0.37 
   Internal 4.79 2.35  
Score reflects real capacities (3) 2.98 1.61 External 2.62 1.40 -1.49 
   Internal 3.37 1.77  
Pleasantness (3) 5.90 2.01 External 6.19 1.69 0.96 
   Internal 5.58 2.32  
Task difficulty** (3) 3.58 1.45 External 4.10 1.48 2.55* 
   Internal 3.00 1.20  
General controllability (3) 4.90 2.04 External 5.48 1.94 1.95 
   Internal 4.26 2.00  
Competence: self (3) 5.08 1.89 External 5.62 1.72 1.99* 
   Internal 4.47 1.93  
Competence: partner (3) 5.78 1.76 External 5.95 1.53 0.67 
   Internal 5.58 2.01  
Satisfied with strategy (3) 3.70 1.81 External 3.76 1.79 0.22 
   Internal 3.63 1.89  
Implication in the task: partner (3) 51.63 4.86 External 51.43 4.78 -0.27 
   Internal 51.84 5.06  
Implication in the task: self (3) 48.38 4.86 External 48.57 4.78 0.27 
   Internal 48.16 5.06  
Influence: partner (3) 48.13 7.57 External 48.57 7.10 0.39 
   Internal 47.63 8.23  
Influence: self (3) 45.88 8.16 External 48.10 6.98 1.87 
   Internal 43.42 8.83  
Influence: external (3) 6.00 12.15 External 3.33 8.56 -1.48 
   Internal 8.95 14.87  
Score is unfair (3) 3.70 2.17 External 4.24 2.21 1.68 
   Internal 3.11 2.02  
Adjustment (3) 3.10 2.18 External 2.76 1.79 -1.03 
   Internal 3.47 2.55  
Identity: psychology (importance) 6.95 1.74 External 6.90 1.73 -0.17 
   Internal 7.00 1.80  
Identity: psychology (positive) 7.33 1.49 External 7.19 1.33 -0.60 
   Internal 7.47 1.68  
Notes : * p< .05; ** p<.001 
¹ The actual questions corresponding to the variable names can be found in 
appendix XX. 
Appendix 18 - Emotion variables ordered by skewness and kurtosis – Study 1 
 
 
All emotion variable ordered by their degree of skewness and kurtois 
In Study 1 
Emotion terms Mean SD Sum Skewness Kurtosis 
      
Joy (1)* 4.15 1.96 166.00 -0.16 -0.69 
Joy (2) 3.43 1.88 137.00 -0.02 -1.28 
Joy (0) 4.55 1.80 182.00 0.19 -0.44 
Satisfaction (0) 3.73 2.30 149.00 0.21 -1.20 
Hope (0) 4.25 2.77 170.00 0.35 -1.26 
Satisfaction (1) 3.20 1.95 128.00 0.36 -0.94 
Hope (2) 3.53 2.20 141.00 0.58 -0.78 
Hope (1) 3.75 2.52 150.00 0.73 -0.59 
Frustration (2) 3.43 2.82 137.00 0.74 -1.04 
Nervous (2) 3.53 2.39 141.00 0.79 -0.35 
Aroused (2) 3.50 2.21 140.00 0.80 0.23 
Aroused (0) 3.50 2.20 140.00 0.80 0.17 
Aroused (1) 3.58 2.24 143.00 0.88 0.16 
Nervous (0) 3.15 2.24 126.00 0.90 -0.01 
Joy (3) 2.80 2.16 112.00 1.04 -0.23 
Nervous (1) 3.28 2.43 131.00 1.06 0.07 
Anxiety (1) 2.95 2.28 118.00 1.12 0.29 
Frustration (3) 2.93 2.16 117.00 1.17 0.72 
Anxiety (0) 2.63 1.93 105.00 1.26 1.49 
Satisfaction (2) 2.68 1.73 107.00 1.28 1.58 
Embarrassment (3) 1.83 1.15 73.00 1.31 0.62 
Irritation (2) 2.58 2.25 103.00 1.33 0.48 
Fear (1) 2.38 1.81 95.00 1.35 0.80 
Embarrassment (0) 2.63 1.94 105.00 1.49 2.21 
Fear (0) 2.35 1.75 94.00 1.55 2.42 
Hope (3) 2.48 2.35 99.00 1.57 1.24 
Satisfaction (3) 1.80 1.24 72.00 1.74 2.78 
Irritation (3) 2.10 1.88 84.00 1.75 2.25 
Fear (2) 1.93 1.53 77.00 1.77 2.13 
Surprise (1) 2.58 1.89 103.00 1.78 3.45 
Surprise (2) 2.30 1.86 92.00 1.79 2.62 
Anxiety (2) 2.30 2.05 92.00 1.80 2.57 
Sadness (3) 2.13 1.79 85.00 1.82 2.84 
Anger (2) 1.65 1.25 66.00 2.04 3.62 
Surprise (0) 2.10 1.45 84.00 2.06 6.00 
Embarrassment (2) 2.18 1.78 87.00 2.10 4.87 
Guilt (3) 1.58 1.11 63.00 2.13 3.77 
Sadness (2) 1.28 0.64 51.00 2.16 3.25 
Guilt (2) 1.45 0.99 58.00 2.18 4.08 
Disgust (3) 1.58 1.17 63.00 2.21 3.91 
Anger (3) 1.78 1.42 71.00 2.22 5.03 
Sadness (0) 1.58 1.26 63.00 2.26 4.29 
Surprise (3) 2.10 1.84 84.00 2.33 4.94 
Shame (3) 1.58 1.08 63.00 2.34 6.35 
Irritation (0) 1.65 1.53 66.00 2.40 4.81 
Guilt (0) 1.23 0.58 49.00 2.50 5.12 
Nervous (3) 1.50 1.22 60.00 2.68 6.53 
Aroused (3) 1.45 0.99 58.00 2.68 7.24 
Embarrassment (1) 1.70 1.71 68.00 2.72 6.61 
Sadness (1) 1.18 0.50 47.00 2.94 8.00 
Anger (0) 1.23 0.73 49.00 3.31 10.09 
Shame (0) 1.20 0.61 48.00 3.49 12.82 
Frustration (0) 1.25 0.84 50.00 3.59 12.68 
Fear (3) 1.25 0.93 50.00 3.74 13.17 
Shame (1) 1.18 0.59 47.00 3.80 14.91 
Disgust (2) 1.10 0.38 44.00 4.11 17.57 
Shame (2) 1.43 1.47 57.00 4.25 19.45 
Anxiety (3) 1.45 1.43 58.00 4.28 20.56 
Guilt (1) 1.15 0.53 46.00 4.42 21.70 
Irritation (1) 1.18 0.71 47.00 4.67 23.00 
Disgust (0) 1.08 0.35 43.00 4.98 25.61 
Contempt (0) 1.08 0.35 43.00 4.98 25.61 
Frustration (1) 1.30 1.18 52.00 5.08 28.00 
Anger (1) 1.15 0.80 46.00 5.99 36.75 
Contempt (3) 1.05 0.32 42.00 6.33 40.00 
Contempt (2) 1.05 0.32 42.00 6.33 40.00 
Disgust (1) 1.00 0.00 40.00   
Contempt (1) 1.00 0.00 40.00   
   
Note: * The number in parentheses indicates the measurment point (0 = T0, 1= T2, 
2=T3, 3= T3). All values are based on raw scores. Emotions were rated on a nin-
point scale. 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 19: All Means and SD per Measurement Point and per Attribution Style Group 
 
 
 
Measurement 
point     T0 T1 T2 T3
 Externals Internals Externals Internals Externals Internals Externals Internals
Emotion         Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Disgust                  1.10 0.44 1.05 0.23 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.05 0.22 1.16 0.50 1.48 1.08 1.68 1.29
Joy  4.33                1.65 4.79 1.96 3.90 1.76 4.42 2.17 3.76 1.79 3.05 1.96 2.62 1.96 3.00 2.40
Sadness                 1.24 0.89 1.95 1.51 1.05 0.22 1.32 0.67 1.00 0.00 1.58 0.84 2.19 1.83 2.05 1.78
Anger  1.14                0.65 1.32 0.82 1.24 1.09 1.05 0.23 1.10 0.30 2.26 1.59 1.76 1.67 1.79 1.13
Fear                  2.10 1.64 2.63 1.86 2.38 1.99 2.37 1.64 1.76 1.58 2.11 1.49 1.10 0.44 1.42 1.26
Satisfaction                 3.57 2.40 3.89 2.23 3.14 2.15 3.26 1.76 2.62 1.72 2.74 1.79 1.62 0.80 2.00 1.60
Irritation 1.24                0.89 2.11 1.94 1.00 0.00 1.37 1.01 1.67 1.28 3.58 2.67 1.62 1.16 2.63 2.36
Hope 3.52                2.60 5.05 2.80 3.05 2.38 4.53 2.50 3.19 2.16 3.89 2.23 2.29 2.22 2.68 2.54
Guilt                  1.05 0.22 1.42 0.77 1.05 0.22 1.26 0.73 1.38 0.86 1.53 1.12 1.52 1.08 1.63 1.16
Embarrass                 2.24 1.55 3.05 2.27 1.57 1.57 1.84 1.89 1.95 1.32 2.42 2.19 1.43 0.81 2.26 1.33
Anxiety 1.95                1.40 3.37 2.19 2.33 1.98 3.63 2.43 1.95 1.77 2.68 2.31 1.29 0.78 1.63 1.92
Contempt                 1.10 0.44 1.05 0.23 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.10 0.44 1.00 0.00 1.10 0.44 1.00 0.00
Surprise                 1.90 1.00 2.32 1.83 2.24 1.04 2.95 2.50 2.86 2.22 1.68 1.11 2.67 2.31 1.47 0.77
Frustration                 1.14 0.65 1.37 1.01 1.00 0.00 1.63 1.67 2.71 2.26 4.21 3.21 2.33 1.65 3.58 2.50
Shame 1.14                0.65 1.26 0.56 1.00 0.00 1.37 0.83 1.24 0.89 1.63 1.92 1.29 0.56 1.89 1.41
Aroused                 3.24 2.07 3.79 2.35 3.24 1.89 3.95 2.57 3.48 2.11 3.53 2.37 1.43 0.98 1.47 1.02
Nervous                 2.33 1.68 4.05 2.46 2.38 1.83 4.26 2.66 3.33 2.06 3.74 2.75 1.10 0.30 1.95 1.65
 
Note: Values are based upon raw scores.  All emotions were rated on a nine-point scale ranging from 1= not at all to 9 = very strongly. 
Appendix 20 : Study 1  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting anger, irritation, and frustration at T2 
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Appendix 21 : Study 1  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting anger, irritation, and frustration at T3 
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Appendix 22 : Study 1  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting combined anger, irritation and frustration at T2 and at T3 
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Appendix 23 - Individual intelligence test response sheet – Study 2 and Study 3 
 
 
 
Afin de garantir votre anonymat, veuillez établir votre code personnel au moyen de la méthode 
suivante: 
 
La première lettre du prénom de votre mère  
La première lettre du prénom de votre père  
La première lettre de votre prénom  
La première lettre de votre nom de famille  
 
Vous êtes de sexe : M F 
 
Quelle est votre date de naissance ?____________________  
 
Quelle est votre nationalité ? _________________________ 
 
Quelle est votre langue maternelle ? ____________________ 
 
 
 
Consigne : Ceci est un test d’observation et de raisonnement. Pour chacune des 12 questions 
dans le cahier du test, nous vous prions de regarder attentivement le grand dessin et d’imaginer 
à quoi devrait ressembler la partie manquante pour compléter exactement le dessin, aussi bien 
dans le sens vertical que dans le sens horizontal.  Ensuite, veuillez trouver le bon morceau parmi 
les 8 qui vous sont proposés en bas de page. Finalement, notez le chiffre du morceau que vous 
avez choisi dans la colonne marqué « réponse ». 
 
 
No. Réponse   Remarques 
 
1.   
2.   
3.   
4.   
5.   
6.   
7.   
8.   
9.   
10.   
11.   
12.   
 
Appendix 24: Raw means, SD, and independent t-test comparing personality groups for the 
exploratory variables measured in Study 2 
 
 
Variable Name¹ Mean SD ASQ Group 
Group 
Mean 
Group 
SD t (48) 
       
Generally be seen as competent (1) 7.06 1.27 Externals 6.92 1.44 -0.78 
   Internals 7.20 1.08  
Competence: self (1) 6.12 1.12 Externals 6.48 0.82 2.38* 
   Internals 5.76 1.27  
Competence: partner (1) 6.70 1.13 Externals 6.64 1.11 -0.37 
   Internals 6.76 1.17  
Competence: together (1) 6.60 0.99 Externals 6.80 1.16 1.45 
   Internals 6.40 0.76  
Familiarity (1) 4.94 1.66 Externals 5.32 1.77 1.65 
   Internals 4.56 1.47  
Task difficulty ** (1) 4.60 1.16 Externals 4.48 1.23 -0.73 
   Internals 4.72 1.10  
Pleasantness (1) 6.58 1.47 Externals 6.88 1.27 1.46 
   Internals 6.28 1.62  
Power: self (1) 6.28 1.25 Externals 6.52 1.16 1.37 
   Internals 6.04 1.31  
Power: partner (1) 6.90 1.07 Externals 6.96 1.02 0.39 
   Internals 6.84 1.14  
Power: together (1) 5.52 0.81 Externals 5.68 0.75 1.40 
   Internals 5.36 0.86  
Anticipate a good score (1) 5.90 0.74 Externals 6.00 0.65 0.96 
   Internals 5.80 0.82  
Control of emotional expression (2) 4.18 2.46 Externals 4.04 2.61 -0.40 
   Internals 4.32 2.36  
Pleasantness (2) 6.46 1.66 Externals 6.92 1.44 2.03* 
   Internals 6.00 1.76  
Task difficulty (2) 4.04 1.38 Externals 4.20 1.56 0.81 
   Internals 3.88 1.20  
General controllability (2) 4.86 1.62 Externals 4.64 1.63 -0.96 
   Internals 5.08 1.61  
Competence: self (2) 5.74 1.32 Externals 6.08 1.00 1.86 
   Internals 5.40 1.53  
Competence: partner (2) 6.50 1.30 Externals 6.72 1.21 1.20 
   Internals 6.28 1.37  
Competence: forced choice (2) 1.42 0.50 Externals 1.56 0.51 2.05* 
   Internals 1.28 0.46  
Effort: forced choice (2) 1.36 0.49 Externals 1.40 0.50 0.58 
   Internals 1.32 0.48  
Expect a good score (2) 4.50 1.33 Externals 4.64 1.38 0.74 
   Internals 4.36 1.29  
Satisfied with strategy (2) 5.60 1.62 Externals 6.24 1.23 3.02*** 
   Internals 4.96 1.72  
Degree of influence: partner (2) 1.78 0.74 Externals 1.88 0.67 0.96 
   Internals 1.68 0.80  
Degree of influence: self (2) 1.74 0.60 Externals 1.44 0.51 -4.06*** 
   Internals 2.04 0.54  
Degree of influence: external (2) 2.48 0.89 Externals 2.68 0.75 1.62 
   Internals 2.28 0.98  
Score will reflect real capacities (2) 5.28 1.91 Externals 5.32 1.84 0.15 
   Internals 5.24 2.01  
Degree of responsability: partner (2) 1.90 0.58 Externals 1.88 0.60 -0.24 
   Internals 1.92 0.57  
Degree of responsability: self (2) 1.46 0.61 Externals 1.52 0.65 0.69 
   Internals 1.40 0.58  
Degree of responsability: external (2) 2.64 0.78 Externals 2.60 0.82 -0.36 
   Internals 2.68 0.75  
Satisfaction with the score (3) 2.76 1.29 Externals 3.12 1.24 2.04* 
   Internals 2.40 1.26  
Expected this score (3) 3.74 2.17 Externals 3.48 1.94 -0.85 
   Internals 4.00 2.38  
Score reflects real capacities (3) 3.42 1.75 Externals 3.16 1.41 -1.05 
   Internals 3.68 2.04  
Satisfied with strategy (3) 3.72 1.82 Externals 3.96 1.84 0.93 
   Internals 3.48 1.81  
Pleasantness (3) 6.20 1.51 Externals 6.44 1.12 1.13 
   Internals 5.96 1.81  
Task difficulty** (3) 3.68 1.33 Externals 3.96 1.43 1.51 
   Internals 3.40 1.19  
General controllability (3) 5.04 1.46 Externals 5.12 1.45 0.39 
   Internals 4.96 1.49  
Score is unfair (3) 3.44 1.88 Externals 3.76 1.88 1.21 
   Internals 3.12 1.86  
Adjustment (3) 4.06 2.17 Externals 4.00 2.08 -0.19 
   Internals 4.12 2.30  
Degree of influence: partner (3) 1.86 0.70 Externals 1.76 0.72 -1.01 
   Internals 1.96 0.68  
Degree of influence: self (3) 1.64 0.66 Externals 1.80 0.71 1.74 
   Internals 1.48 0.59  
Degree of influence: external (3) 2.50 0.84 Externals 2.44 0.87 -0.50 
   Internals 2.56 0.82  
Competence: self (3) 5.78 1.66 Externals 6.16 1.55 1.65 
   Internals 5.40 1.71  
Competence: partner (3) 6.22 1.18 Externals 6.20 1.32 -0.12 
   Internals 6.24 1.05  
Competence: forced choice (3) 1.38 0.49 Externals 1.48 0.51 1.46 
   Internals 1.28 0.46  
Degree of responsability: partner (3) 1.92 0.67 Externals 1.84 0.69 -0.85 
   Internals 2.00 0.65  
Degree of responsability: self (3) 1.44 0.54 Externals 1.48 0.51 0.52 
   Internals 1.40 0.58  
Degree of responsability: external (3) 2.64 0.75 Externals 2.68 0.75 0.37 
   Internals 2.60 0.76  
Identity: psychology (importance) 7.18 1.44 Externals 7.20 1.63 0.10 
   Internals 7.16 1.25  
Identity: psychology (positive) 7.40 1.40 Externals 7.28 1.60 -0.60 
   Internals 7.52 1.19  
Note: * p< .05; ** p<.001 
¹ The actual questions corresponding to the variable names can be found in 
appendix XX.  
 
Appendix 25: All emotion variables in Study 2 orderd by Skewness and Kurtois 
 
All emotion variable ordered by their degree of skewness and kurtois 
In Study 2 
Emotion terms Mean SD Sum Skewness Kurtosis 
      
  Mean SD Sum Skewness Kurtosis 
Hope (1) 6.04 2.02 302 -0.37 -0.39
Joy (1) 5.50 1.68 275 -0.31 0.36
Satisfaction (1) 4.32 1.98 216 -0.25 -0.67
Disappointment (3) 5.12 2.24 256 0.09 -0.84
Joy (2) 4.68 2.38 234 0.15 -1.03
Stress (2) 4.46 2.52 223 0.23 -1.14
Hope (2) 4.52 2.23 226 0.23 -0.87
Aroused (1) 4.60 2.13 230 0.33 -0.66
Nervous (2) 3.34 1.90 167 0.40 -0.88
Aroused (2) 4.44 2.20 222 0.41 -0.45
Nervous (1) 3.34 1.73 167 0.60 -0.23
Satisfaction (2) 4.34 2.13 217 0.61 -0.55
Frustration (3) 3.36 2.46 168 0.66 -0.99
Surprise (3) 3.16 2.23 158 0.72 -0.58
Disappointment (2) 2.90 1.94 145 0.76 -0.69
Stress (1) 3.36 1.56 168 0.77 0.16
Surprise (1) 3.32 2.24 166 0.78 -0.32
Joy (3) 2.86 1.98 143 0.91 -0.22
Surprise (2) 3.06 2.30 153 0.94 -0.22
Fear (1) 2.62 1.47 131 0.98 0.33
Frustration (2) 3.28 2.39 164 1.00 -0.02
Anxiety (1) 3.00 1.77 150 1.01 0.53
Anxiety (2) 2.26 1.61 113 1.32 0.89
Embarrassment (1) 2.02 1.33 101 1.47 1.74
Irritation (2) 2.46 1.93 123 1.64 2.18
Satisfaction (3) 2.00 1.21 100 1.79 4.88
Embarrassment (2) 2.28 1.86 114 1.84 2.84
Irritation (3) 2.18 1.71 109 1.95 3.60
Sadness (3) 1.96 1.67 98 2.28 5.94
Fear (2) 1.64 1.17 82 2.33 5.99
Anger (2) 1.54 1.09 77 2.49 6.50
Disgust (3) 1.66 1.41 83 2.56 6.16
Guilt (3) 1.96 1.70 98 2.60 7.29
Embarrassment (3) 1.74 1.50 87 2.68 7.88
Guilt (2) 1.72 1.40 86 2.76 8.74
Anger (3) 1.50 1.11 75 2.79 7.75
Hope (3) 1.68 1.73 84 2.85 7.85
Aroused (3) 1.44 1.03 72 2.94 9.32
Guilt (1) 1.20 0.70 60 3.42 10.65
Shame (3) 1.60 1.50 80 3.65 14.65
Nervous (3) 1.32 0.98 66 3.67 13.95
Sadness (2) 1.24 0.77 62 3.73 14.35
Contempt (1) 1.12 0.44 56 3.76 13.65
Contempt (2) 1.12 0.44 56 3.76 13.65
Shame (2) 1.36 1.32 68 4.05 16.38
Frustration (1) 1.24 0.82 62 4.11 17.07
Irritation (1) 1.38 1.32 69 4.32 18.84
Shame (1) 1.14 0.61 57 4.51 19.73
Stress (3) 1.30 0.97 65 4.73 25.25
Disgust (2) 1.22 0.82 61 4.74 25.14
Sadness (1) 1.26 0.99 63 4.77 24.94
Contempt (3) 1.12 0.48 56 4.98 27.54
Disgust (1) 1.06 0.31 53 5.60 32.44
Anger (1) 1.18 0.94 59 5.60 32.44
Fear (3) 1.06 0.31 53 5.60 32.44
Anxiety (3) 1.18 0.87 59 6.33 42.34
Disappointment (1) 1.16 0.87 58 6.56 44.63
  
Note: * The number in parentheses indicates the measurment point (1= T2, 2=T3, 3= 
T3). All values are based on raw scores. Emotions were rated on a nin-point scale.
 
 
Appendix 26 : Study 2  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting anger, irritation, and frustration at T2 
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Appendix 27 : Study 2  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting anger, irritation, and frustration at T3 
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Appendix 28 : Study 2  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting combined anger, irritation and frustration at T2 and at T3 
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Appendix 29: Raw means, SD, and independent t-test comparing personality groups for the 
exploratory variables measured in Study 3 
 
 
 
Variable Name¹ Mean SD ASQ Group 
Group 
Mean Group SD t (38) 
       
Generally be seen as competent 7.28 1.32 Externals 7.35 1.39 0.36 
   Internals 7.20 1.28  
Competence: self (1) 6.25 1.35 Externals 6.50 1.15 1.17 
   Internals 6.00 1.52  
Competence: partner (1) 6.80 1.18 Externals 6.90 1.02 0.53 
   Internals 6.70 1.34  
Competence: together (1) 6.80 1.14 Externals 6.95 1.23 0.83 
   Internals 6.65 1.04  
Familiarity (1) 4.90 2.00 Externals 5.25 1.89 1.11 
   Internals 4.55 2.09  
Task difficulty ** (1) 4.45 1.24 Externals 4.75 1.16 1.56 
   Internals 4.15 1.27  
Pleasantness (1) 6.23 1.23 Externals 6.55 1.19 1.71 
   Internals 5.90 1.21  
Power: self (1) 6.33 1.42 Externals 6.95 1.19 3.07*** 
   Internals 5.70 1.38  
Power: partner (1) 6.98 1.10 Externals 7.10 0.91 0.72 
   Internals 6.85 1.27  
Power: together (1) 5.23 0.86 Externals 5.50 1.10 2.11* 
   Internals 4.95 0.39  
Anticipate a good score (1) 5.70 0.99 Externals 6.20 0.83 3.66*** 
   Internals 5.20 0.89  
Control of emotional expression (2) 3.38 2.75 Externals 2.60 2.52 -1.83 
   Internals 4.15 2.82  
Pleasantness (2) 6.20 1.57 Externals 6.60 1.47 1.64 
   Internals 5.80 1.61  
Task difficulty (2) 3.50 1.55 Externals 3.80 1.32 1.23 
   Internals 3.20 1.74  
General controllability (2) 4.80 1.64 Externals 4.90 1.21 0.38 
   Internals 4.70 2.00  
Competence: self (2) 5.38 1.58 Externals 6.10 1.45 3.24*** 
   Internals 4.65 1.39  
Competence: partner (2) 6.15 1.21 Externals 6.10 1.33 -0.26 
   Internals 6.20 1.11  
Competence: forced choice (2) 1.27 0.45 Externals 1.35 0.49 1.05 
   Internals 1.20 0.41  
Effort: forced choice (2) 1.43 0.50 Externals 1.45 0.51 0.31 
   Internals 1.40 0.50  
Expect a good score (2) 3.55 1.57 Externals 4.00 1.38 1.87 
   Internals 3.10 1.65  
Satisfied with strategy (2) 4.60 1.81 Externals 5.25 1.80 2.41* 
   Internals 3.95 1.61  
Degree of influence: partner (2) 1.85 0.70 Externals 1.90 0.72 0.45 
   Internals 1.80 0.70  
Degree of influence: self (2) 1.98 0.73 Externals 2.00 0.73 0.21 
   Internals 1.95 0.76  
Degree of influence: external (2) 2.17 0.98 Externals 2.10 1.02 -0.48 
   Internals 2.25 0.97  
Score will reflect real capacities (2) 3.80 1.59 Externals 3.75 1.62 -0.20 
   Internals 3.85 1.60  
Degree of responsability: partner (2) 1.85 0.70 Externals 1.75 0.72 -0.90 
   Internals 1.95 0.69  
Degree of responsability: self (2) 1.63 0.71 Externals 1.85 0.81 2.11* 
   Internals 1.40 0.50  
Degree of responsability: external (2) 2.53 0.78 Externals 2.40 0.82 -1.01 
   Internals 2.65 0.75  
Satisfaction with the score (3) 2.30 1.42 Externals 2.85 1.53 2.63** 
   Internals 1.75 1.07  
Expected this score (3) 4.08 2.09 Externals 4.40 2.50 0.98 
   Internals 3.75 1.59  
Score reflects real capacities (3) 2.90 1.52 Externals 2.50 1.05 -1.71 
   Internals 3.30 1.81  
Satisfied with strategy (3) 3.25 1.75 Externals 3.45 1.93 0.72 
   Internals 3.05 1.57  
Pleasantness (3) 5.68 1.64 Externals 6.00 1.65 1.26 
   Internals 5.35 1.60  
Task difficulty** (3) 3.88 1.74 Externals 3.70 1.42 -0.63 
   Internals 4.05 2.04  
General controllability (3) 4.80 1.44 Externals 4.70 1.22 -0.44 
   Internals 4.90 1.65  
Score is unfair (3) 3.43 1.92 Externals 4.05 1.76 2.15* 
   Internals 2.80 1.91  
Adjustment (3) 3.13 2.05 Externals 2.15 1.31 -3.38*** 
   Internals 4.10 2.22  
Degree of influence: partner (3) 2.05 0.71 Externals 2.10 0.72 0.44 
   Internals 2.00 0.73  
Degree of influence: self (3) 1.58 0.59 Externals 1.70 0.66 1.34 
   Internals 1.45 0.51  
Degree of influence: external (3) 2.38 0.93 Externals 2.20 1.01 -1.20 
   Internals 2.55 0.83  
Competence: self (3) 5.10 2.11 Externals 6.00 1.65 2.95** 
   Internals 4.20 2.17  
Competence: partner (3) 5.90 1.52 Externals 5.90 1.59 0.00 
   Internals 5.90 1.48  
Competence: forced choice (3) 1.27 0.45 Externals 1.45 0.51 2.63** 
   Internals 1.10 0.31  
Degree of responsability: partner (3) 2.10 0.67 Externals 2.25 0.72 1.43 
   Internals 1.95 0.61  
Degree of responsability: self (3) 1.45 0.60 Externals 1.55 0.61 1.06 
   Internals 1.35 0.59  
Degree of responsability: external (3) 2.45 0.85 Externals 2.20 0.95 -1.93 
   Internals 2.70 0.66  
Identity: psychology (importance) 7.58 1.43 Externals 7.85 0.99 1.22 
   Internals 7.30 1.75  
Identity: psychology (positive) 7.75 1.43 Externals 8.00 1.08 1.11 
   Internals 7.50 1.70  
Note: * p< .05; ** p<.001 
¹ The actual questions corresponding to the variable names can be found in 
appendix XX. 
 
Appendix 30 : All emotion variables in Study 3 orderd by Skewness and Kurtois 
 
All emotion variable ordered by their degree of skewness and kurtois 
In Study 3 
Emotion terms Mean SD Sum Skewness Kurtosis 
      
Joy (1) 5.07 1.72 203 -0.28 -0.11 
Satisfaction (1) 3.77 1.87 151 -0.05 -0.71 
Hope (1) 4.50 2.51 180 0.03 -1.21 
Stress (2) 4.85 2.54 194 0.06 -1.05 
Hope (2) 3.62 2.20 145 0.08 -1.53 
Disappointment (3) 4.35 2.67 174 0.30 -1.10 
Joy (2) 3.75 2.01 150 0.46 -0.72 
Nervous (1) 3.68 2.18 147 0.49 -0.57 
Satisfaction (2) 2.70 1.45 108 0.50 -0.82 
Anxiety (2) 3.65 2.48 146 0.52 -0.97 
Aroused (2) 3.75 2.38 150 0.55 -0.83 
Anxiety (1) 3.52 2.25 141 0.59 -0.69 
Nervous (2) 4.00 2.39 160 0.60 -0.67 
Stress (1) 3.67 2.13 147 0.63 -0.39 
Frustration (2) 3.23 2.38 129 0.76 -0.59 
Aroused (1) 3.80 2.17 152 0.79 0.11 
Disappointment (2) 3.08 2.28 123 0.98 -0.05 
Surprise (1) 3.15 2.62 126 1.15 0.04 
Fear (1) 2.78 1.97 111 1.16 1.27 
Surprise (2) 2.80 2.00 112 1.18 0.71 
Frustration (3) 2.35 1.78 94 1.26 0.42 
Embarrassment (2) 2.47 2.04 99 1.28 0.57 
Shame (3) 2.60 2.36 104 1.44 0.96 
Joy (3) 2.03 1.53 81 1.46 1.04 
Fear (2) 2.55 2.12 102 1.49 1.55 
Guilt (3) 2.38 1.88 95 1.55 2.53 
Guilt (2) 2.10 1.84 84 1.60 1.64 
Irritation (3) 1.83 1.30 73 1.60 1.95 
Embarrassment (1) 2.18 1.84 87 1.71 1.91 
Irritation (2) 2.30 1.91 92 1.80 3.12 
Satisfaction (3) 1.55 1.01 62 1.81 2.67 
Shame (2) 1.45 0.88 58 1.85 2.31 
Embarrassment (3) 1.98 1.64 79 1.91 2.81 
Disgust (3) 1.80 1.52 72 2.10 3.85 
Sadness (3) 2.00 1.73 80 2.12 4.17 
Surprise (3) 2.22 1.73 89 2.16 5.48 
Aroused (3) 1.28 0.64 51 2.16 3.25 
Anger (2) 1.40 0.81 56 2.17 4.12 
Anger (3) 1.65 1.46 66 2.47 5.64 
Hope (3) 1.55 1.32 62 2.88 8.37 
Guilt (1) 1.18 0.50 47 2.94 8.00 
Irritation (1) 1.25 0.90 50 3.49 11.07 
Sadness (1) 1.20 0.61 48 3.49 12.82 
Disappointment (1) 1.18 0.59 47 3.80 14.91 
Guilt (1) 1.38 1.17 55 3.86 15.63 
Disgust (2) 1.28 0.96 51 3.98 16.54 
Sadness (2) 1.23 0.73 49 4.13 18.90 
Contempt (3) 1.20 0.79 48 4.20 17.42 
Stress (3) 1.48 1.43 59 4.22 20.19 
Frustration (1) 1.38 1.30 55 4.25 19.18 
Nervous (3) 1.45 1.38 58 4.64 24.24 
Fear (3) 1.33 1.23 53 4.67 23.68 
Anxiety (3) 1.38 1.39 55 4.70 24.32 
Anger (1) 1.13 0.65 45 5.83 35.11 
Contempt (1) 1.03 0.16 41 6.33 40.00 
Disgust (1) 1.00 0.00 40 . . 
Contempt (2) 1.00 0.00 40 . . 
  
Note: * The number in parentheses indicates the measurment point (1= T2, 2=T3, 3= 
T3). All values are based on raw scores. Emotions were rated on a nin-point scale.
 
 
Appendix 31 : Study 3  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting anger, irritation, and frustration at T2 
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Appendix 32 : Study 3  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting anger, irritation, and frustration at T3 
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Appendix 33 : Study 3  - Differences between Externals and Internals concerning causal 
attribution when reporting combined anger, irritation and frustration at T2 and at T3 
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